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ABSTRACT 
 
 Performance of repertoire is a defining curricular aspect in the band area of music 
education, upon which students will spend significant time. The act of repertoire selection 
is a potentially complicated one, carrying the norms, values, and beliefs of the overall 
band area and band directors themselves. A band director’s personal ensemble  
experience is steeped in aesthetic traditions and canonical notions of repertoire’s quality 
and its use in band settings, and these notions may be incompatible with highly varied 
teaching situations.  
 In this study, I examine these issues using Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus and 
field. The research questions were: is there a tension between the established norms 
(habitus) regarding the repertoire used in public schools, and practicing band directors’ 
professional contextual realities? If so, what is the cause of the tension, what do band 
directors do in response to it, and is the experience or non-experience of tension 
manifested differently in distinct professional contextual realities? 
I used a multi-method design to answer the research questions, collecting survey 
  vii 
and interview data. Survey participants were randomly sampled from across New York 
State. The interview participants were purposefully sampled for variation in teaching 
situations. The data revealed that a tension exists and is manifested in 
elemental/structural issues and differences in expressed musical/educational goals. 
Consistent themes were the influence of collegiate ensemble experiences as main drivers 
of the tension and a resulting expressed reverence for core repertoire, even though it 
might not be what participants program. These phenomena did not appear to manifest 
differently across varied contexts. In addressing the tension, participants expand their 
habitus to include other repertoire that is more suitable or appropriate for their own 
situations, regardless of normative notions of quality or core repertoire.  
Music educators may benefit from a reorientation in teacher education programs 
that acknowledges the potential for this tension and that prepare them to enter their 
professional contextual realities and evaluate and choose repertoire in a tension-free 
process. Such a process would be free from a “one size fits all” conceptualization of 
repertoire’s quality and its role in a band program.  
 Keywords: band, repertoire selection, tension, Bourdieu, habitus, field, 
hermeneutic phenomenology. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
 Ensemble participation is a central element in the education of band directors 
while in college. As undergraduate or graduate members of such ensembles, they will 
likely learn and perform advanced-level repertoire, and it is in this setting that preservice 
teachers will engage with the canon of great works of wind repertoire. Students will learn 
what it means to play “good” music from within a “good” ensemble. Wind conductors, 
by virtue of their position of influence as gatekeepers to this experience, establish a way 
of learning and being that becomes accepted as normal and taken for granted. Often this 
experience is a kind of continuation of the high school band experience—more of the 
same with harder music—so students enter their music education major primed for 
participation in ensembles. In addition, conducting classes and literature courses 
complement and reinforce the practices and traditions that preservice teachers are 
ostensibly meant to uphold when they enter the profession. 
University wind ensemble conductors are often cited and held up as experts in the 
band area of music education, and the values they espouse can easily become part of 
standard and accepted practices in the profession (Gilbert, 1993; Ostling, 1978; Rhea, 
1999). As preservice band directors play in collegiate ensembles, college and university 
wind conductors transmit values about repertoire: what is good, what is valuable, what is 
not good, what is not valuable. Inherent in these decisions is the transmission of “overt 
and covert knowledge” (Apple, 2004, p. 1), and the consequent establishment—
intentionally or unintentionally—of a musical hierarchy and set of practices based upon 
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the hidden values that the choice might be taken to represent, because curricular choices 
always carry and transmit the values of the decision makers. In other words, when a 
conductor programs a piece of repertoire, there are tacit messages, ones that carry such 
judgments as, “I think this is a good piece of music,” or, “I approve of this music,” and 
on a deeper level, “this is how good music educators run their programs.” Apple called 
this messaging the “hidden curriculum,” and the resultant canon of implicitly approved 
material “official knowledge” (1993).  
There is a prescriptive element to privileging certain practices as they undergo the 
cycle of transmission, replication, and retransmission, resulting in a potential preclusion 
of educational, aesthetic, or moral visions that are not compatible with the hidden 
curriculum; there are no answers for settings where those visions might not be 
compatible. Instead of the model fitting the setting, there might be attempts to make the 
setting fit the model. The result is an exclusionary approach with a narrow cultural 
vision; Allsup (2010) argued as much in offering, “Considering the diverse array of 
music that is accessible in today’s global world, it is surprisingly easy to figure out what 
counts as official knowledge among music educators” (p. 220).  
Indeed, the transmission of such values is manifested in the discourse around 
repertoire in the profession’s scholarly and trade journals and commercially available 
materials. Its authors espouse the view that repertoire and its performance are the central 
aim of band music education. Additionally, readers are instructed that only the “best” or 
highest quality repertoire should be played at all times. Sometimes, authors provide 
examples of what they or others deem to be the best or highest quality repertoire by 
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constructing lists. The definition of “quality” repertoire usually involves such hard-to-
define aspects as “creative”, “imaginative”, “emotional impact”, “vitality”, “ingenuity”, 
and “craftsmanship.” As more repertoire lists are published, it becomes clear that 
Western art-music, according to the authors, is the obvious choice for band directors 
running their programs the right way (Battisti, 1972; Benstein, 1992; Black, 1986; 
Bullock, 1981; Cramer, 1997; Del Borgo, 1988; Floyd, 1991; Gilbert, 1993; Menghini, 
1999; Ostling, 1979; Prentice, 1986; Reynolds, 2000).  
The normative values and practices surrounding repertoire in the band area of 
music education permeate the profession. In this study, I examined the implications of 
these normative values and practices, and what they meant for practicing music 
educators, along with how band directors dealt with their repertoire selection processes in 
the face of them. Investigating these issues was personal to me. In my own career as a 
public-school music teacher, I initially approached selecting repertoire expecting to 
follow the “rules,” but was made to question them upon realizing that there was more to 
consider besides the quality of the music.  
This is Personal 
Before my first year of teaching, I was eager to enter the profession and work 
with ensembles as a band director. I began with the idea that I had a deep and 
comprehensive knowledge of the lexicon of wind repertoire, a perception I acquired from 
my college coursework and accumulated through my student teaching placement. I felt 
ready to go out and perform the great repertoire that was, I thought, both “normal” and 
“right.” It was the repertoire I was “supposed” to do; however, my first job was not as I 
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expected and it was certainly not what I was taught to expect. I found myself in an urban 
school district that served an ethnically diverse population on the lower end of the 
socioeconomic spectrum. As in many urban schools that are under resourced, music 
education did not receive the level of support that my limited and, then I began to see, 
privileged experiences had exemplified. I struggled the first year, attempting to 
understand the context while clinging to a vision of programmatic content. My second 
teaching position was in a rural community, with a comparatively homogeneous ethnic 
and cultural student body. Here, I encountered similar difficulties: a community that 
struggled economically and an under supported school system. 
I was responsible for choosing the music that students would perform. I was 
charged with providing a compelling musical and educational experience to these 
students. But by now, the nagging notion that I had seriously misjudged what was 
“normal” and “right” was a constant. The task of repertoire selection had become a 
significant source of anxiety. I struggled with many questions that I found difficult to 
answer or reconcile: Will my students like this music? Why would they? Is this even the 
music they should be learning and performing? What is this repertoire’s place in the 
curriculum? Have I considered my curriculum beyond the notion of repertoire? Will I 
disappoint my mentors if I do not program “quality” music, that is, the music they taught 
me to value? What will my school’s administration think? And parents? Will I be helping 
or hurting my students’ musical education with my choices?  
It became clear to me that my expectations about what a band program should 
look and sound like were not necessarily compatible with what I was seeing at work 
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every day. Sensing this incompatibility, I sought to resolve it by turning to some of the 
resources I was taught constituted authorities in the profession. I consulted books and 
articles in trade journals about repertoire selection and how to make such choices. Many 
authors espoused and expounded upon the importance of the repertoire decision while 
others placed repertoire at the center of the enterprise as an end in itself (this only made 
me feel more anxious). Others addressed the need to pick “quality” repertoire, or spoke 
against the use of repertoire that was, in their view, less worthy than the canon of “great” 
works. In all cases, it always seemed obvious that these were the approaches to take; as 
the reader, I was expected to take it as a given that repertoire is one of the most important 
things in the band area of music education and that I should not consider programming 
anything other than great works. 
Nothing mitigated or allayed my feelings of tension and unease about how I was 
educating my students; in fact, it was almost made worse. I began to feel trapped in a 
web, comprised of all the competing and conflicting versions of instrumental music 
education surrounding me, the needs and desires of my students and other stakeholders, 
and the loud voices talking about how the band area of music education should be 
structured and operated. I was at the center of this web, trying to make sense of it all, so I 
could function as a band director. I believed strongly that it was my job to navigate this 
environment and hopefully emerge with positive learning and musical outcomes for my 
students. Such a belief only added to the pressure I felt.  
Over time I became more comfortable with the repertoire selection process, or at 
least I became used to the tension I felt surrounding it. Lingering doubts remained. When 
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it was time to begin programming again there was a momentary and familiar rush of fear 
and anxiety as I worried that I could not follow the expressed and implied “rules” of 
repertoire selection. It became clear to me that the repertoire selection process was just 
one potential aspect of my practices wherein my training and daily professional life might 
be at odds. The repertoire selection process was both a proxy for and representation of 
how I conceived my teaching. It was also a “key to the door” to certain parts of the 
profession and music education activities. For example, if I wanted to have my bands 
participate in festivals and events sponsored by my state music organization, I had to use 
its list of approved repertoire, whether or not it made sense (to me) for my students to 
learn that repertoire. Upon realizing that everything I assumed others in the profession 
took for granted as right, normal, or acceptable may not be the right fit for me and my 
students, it was impossible to “go back” to the days when those assertions were also my 
own, when I was confident in what I should be doing as a music educator. I felt more 
accountable to my students than to anyone else. I did not want to turn control of the 
program over to them, but I knew that I needed to make all of my repertoire decisions 
considering the contextual aspects of where I was teaching.  
As my career progressed, I eventually became a college band director/music 
educator. Now, not only do I make programing decisions, I am also in the position to help 
teach future music educators how to make these decisions. Would I eventually cause 
them the same anxiety I felt? No one set out to do that to me and yet it happened. How 
might I ensure the same would not happen to preservice teachers in my own classroom?  
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Problem 
In essence, my values and opinions about the kind of repertoire I should program 
appeared to be incompatible with what I found in my teaching situations. This 
incompatibility is significant because repertoire is a defining curricular and educational 
tool in the band area of music education. The repertoire selection process is normative in 
that all public high school band directors must at some point choose repertoire. Indeed, 
the structure of larger ensembles in North America is such that without repertoire there is 
no curriculum. The notion of repertoire-as-curriculum is directly or tacitly 
institutionalized via teacher preparation programs. Band directors are acculturated into 
established, if varied, beliefs and values surrounding repertoire, and this enculturation 
often includes, tacitly or explicitly, the notion of “repertoire as curriculum” (RAC) 
(Reynolds, 2000). Along with the notion of RAC are the structures of the habitus 
surrounding repertoire selection, formed by wind conductors, university band directors, 
authors writing about the subject, composers, and music publishers combined. They 
establish a set of normative notions about the repertoire that ideally is to be performed 
within public high school band programs, including beliefs of what makes and is 
“quality” repertoire.  
There are many different characteristics situating band programs within public 
schools, including but not limited to variations in a school’s geographic location, 
students’ socioeconomic status, and the internal traditions of a band program in a school. 
These characteristics form a band director’s professional contextual reality, and might be 
at odds with a band director’s training, pre-conceived beliefs and values (established 
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norms) about the repertoire they will perform with their students. A pressing challenge, 
which I attempted to investigate further, is the fact that while the above-described norms 
carry with them a somewhat singular view based upon pre-determined skill level and 
quality criterion, the contextual realities of music making, students’ needs and interests, 
as well as curricular appropriateness can be significantly more varied and complex across 
the geographic and socioeconomic spectrum imprinted across public schools within the 
United States. Specific to this study, the professional contextual realities of New York 
State were of particular interest because of the prevalence of its state music 
organization’s repertoire manual, and my experiences there both as a public-school music 
educator and as a teacher educator.  
Tension and Professional Contextual Reality 
Central to this study was my concern that the repertoire I was taught to perform 
and taught to value might not have been compatible with the backgrounds and best 
educational interests of my students and other aspects of the programs in which I taught. 
Allsup (2010) summarized this issue when offering:  
[T]here is often a tension between the tradition that the music teacher was trained 
in and the array of faces that stand before her . . . [R]are is the 21st century music 
educator who can confidently rely on a shared cultural vocabulary from which to 
build assumptions about what to teach” (pp. 215-216).  
 
The combined unique aspects of my teaching situations: the demographics, sociocultural, 
and socioeconomic characteristics of my students; the expectations of parents, 
administrators, and other stakeholders in the school districts; and the day-to-day needs 
and wants of my students comprised my professional contextual reality. In each situation 
I described, my lived experience as a band director was sometimes in tension with the 
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normative values and practices surrounding the selection of repertoire.  
The tension was of particular interest in this study: the potential conflict between 
the overt and covert values band directors carry into the profession and the varied 
characteristics of the situated professional contextual reality in which they find 
themselves teaching. In my case, the conflict was caused by a tension between practices I 
had unquestioningly accepted as normal and the specific characteristics of my teaching 
situations. I was interested to learn how pervasive or common my experience is so that I 
(and other) individuals responsible for the education and training of future band directors 
might be more aware of the values and practices we transmit to our students.  
In order to address the issue, which is significant due to the centrality of the act of 
repertoire selection in band programs, I aimed to examine the phenomenon of tension in 
the repertoire selection process in myself and other practicing band directors. Was it 
present? Did they notice it? To what did they attribute it? To determine the answers, it 
was necessary to investigate values and practices from a conceptual perspective that can 
help identify and explain how values and practices are transmitted, internalized, and 
reproduced.  
Framing My Experience and the Study as a Whole 
Hermeneutic phenomenology. Because my own experiences were the 
germinating idea for the present research, the subset of research known as 
phenomenology seemed appropriate as a guiding and central aspect of this study’s 
design. Pioneered by German philosopher Edmund Husserl, phenomenology is both a 
philosophical discipline and a suite of research approaches. From a philosophical 
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standpoint, phenomenology is concerned with lived experiences in the lifeworld and how 
investigating these experiences can lead to insights and understandings (Laverty, 2003; 
van Manen, 1990, 2014). Husserl’s focus was on going “back to the things themselves” 
(1913/1983, p. 44). A key aspect of the process is the idea of intentionality; that is, the 
mind is focused on objects of study (Koch, 1995). Vagle (2014) explained intentionality 
as, “studying [not] the individual but [how] a particular phenomenon manifests and 
appears in the lifeworld” (p. 23). 
Another key aspect of Husserlian, or transcendental, phenomenology is the idea 
of bracketing, or epoche. Epoche is Husserl’s term for the concept of phenomenological 
reduction, where, according to Moustakas, “the everyday understandings, judgments, and 
knowings are set aside, and phenomena are revisited, freshly, naively, in a wide open 
sense, from the vantage point of a pure transcendental ego” (1994, p. 33). Transcendental 
phenomenology requires the researcher to separate themselves as much as possible from 
the phenomena in question in order to see them as if they are new. Then, a researcher can 
describe the essence of the phenomena.  
Heidegger (1962) approached phenomenology from a different perspective. 
Instead of requiring the researcher to bracket their experiences in order to perceive a 
phenomenon afresh, Heidegger embraced the interconnected nature of the phenomena 
and those experiencing them. Apprehension and understanding of phenomena are then a 
result of the researcher’s experience and interpretation of them. This approach became 
known as hermeneutic phenomenology (Laverty, 2003). In hermeneutic phenomenology, 
bracketing is considered unrealistic or even undesirable because people’s experiences of 
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phenomena are linked to and situated in the contextual aspects of their lives (Koch, 
1995). Therefore, as Vagle, Hughes, and Durbin (2009) explained, “those who practice 
interpretive phenomenology tend to believe that the researcher interprets meaning and 
therefore, inevitably, gives some meaning to the phenomenon” (p. 350).  
In hermeneutic phenomenology, researchers work to be open, but acknowledge 
their role in the creation of interpretations and meanings. In this framework, intentionality 
is expressed as the interaction between a phenomenon and the person experiencing it. 
Vagle (2014) argued that from this perspective, intentionality is “the inseparable 
connectedness between subjects (that is, human beings) and objects (that is, all other 
things, animate and inanimate, and ideas) in the world” (p. 27). Vagle continued: 
One must have an experiencer—the subject in philosophy—and something that is 
experienced—the object in philosophy. However, one is not studying the subject 
or the object exclusively. One is studying the relationship between the two, a 
relationship that might be love, hate, concern, struggle, understanding, learning, 
dying, communicating, disagreeing, forgiving, and so on. (p. 36) 
  
Because my own experiences figured so prominently in the conceptualization of 
this study, I am approaching the phenomenological research task from a hermeneutic 
perspective. An essential aspect of both approaches to phenomenology is that a 
researcher must start with identifying and explicating their experiences with and 
connections to phenomena of interest. To begin, then, it was essential for me to examine 
my experience reflexively. As I undertook the examination of my own thoughts and 
experiences, I began with how I came to believe what I did about the repertoire I should 
choose and the mechanism for how such beliefs can come to into existence. 
The overall picture of my experience is that my training was where I learned the 
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normative values and practices surrounding repertoire selection. My training set me up to 
experience tension when I did not act according to what I was taught. After consulting the 
trade literature and books by leaders in the field, I saw that what I learned was consistent 
with the overall views of the band area of music education at large. Carrying this 
experience with me into my role as a college band conductor and teacher educator, I am 
faced with potentially communicating values and practices and am concerned with what 
my students will take into the field with them regarding repertoire selection.   
Habitus as the vector for normative values and practices. The privileging of a 
specific kind of repertoire and transmission of values surrounding repertoire are not part 
of a conspiracy or a nefarious plan concocted to oppress and subjugate teachers and 
students. Rather, these ideas are transmitted time and again, as they become taken for 
granted and accepted as normative and right. Put simply, it happens (and happened to me) 
because it has always happened. The term “vector” is apt here, representing a through 
line from teacher educators to preservice teachers, and then, as those preservice teachers 
enter the profession, to their own students. This vectored and directional movement of 
values about repertoire results in a cyclical reproduction of repertoire selection practices. 
Standardized ideas regarding repertoire can be seen as a product of the habitus that 
arguably permeates and envelops the majority of thinking and practice in the band area of 
music education.  
Bourdieu, the French sociologist, explained the idea of habitus as: 
…systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed 
to function as structuring structures, that is, as principles of the generation and 
structuring of practices and representations which can be objectively ‘regulated’ 
and ‘regular’ without in any way being the product of obedience to 
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rules…collectively orchestrated without being the product of the orchestrating 
action of a conductor (1977, p. 72, italics in original). 
 
The habitus is formed or established when a set of ideas and/or practices is implicitly 
accepted as norm, and thus powerfully sets dispositions that influence practice as it is 
constructed, accepted, and perpetuated. Noting the aptness of Bourdieu’s musical 
metaphor, the concept of habitus speaks to how values are internalized and accepted. 
Bourdieu (1977) continued, “because the subjective necessity and self-evidence of the 
commonsense world are validated by the objective consensus on the sense of the world, 
what is essential goes without saying because it comes without saying” (p. 167, italics in 
original).  
 The “objective” nature of the implied and accepted consensus is an essential part 
of the habitus of repertoire selection. The hidden curriculum transmitted in college 
ensembles, and the official knowledge of “quality” repertoire found on various lists and 
commercially available resources make up the structured structures in the Bourdieusian 
habitus construct. It is in and through these structures that values, beliefs, and practices 
surrounding repertoire selection are transmitted and replicated. Such transmission and 
replication do not necessarily come from harmful or injurious intent—indeed, one hopes 
they do not—but instead are taken for granted, as is their function in the habitus.  
 When I entered the public schools as a teacher I already spent much time forming 
my band habitus and thus carried official knowledge about repertoire with me. Other 
band directors might do the same thing. They also might attempt to program the same 
repertoire they played in college; a repertoire that is unlikely suitable for their students 
(Bauer, 1996). Further, as band directors enter the profession, it is not uncommon for 
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them to encounter another aspect in the habitus surrounding the evaluation and selection 
of repertoire: lists of “approved” pieces that they must choose from if they wish to 
participate in certain established musical events, festivals, and competitions (Allsup, 
2010). Taken together, these collegiate experiences and repertoire lists (two different 
forms of official knowledge and different aspects of the band habitus) form a canonical 
model to which band directors are expected to adhere if they are to be viewed as 
“successful” in the profession (Crochet, 2006).  
The impact of habitus is significant because repertoire is a defining curricular 
material on which band directors and students will spend significant time. It is through 
and around repertoire that band directors will facilitate students’ learning and music 
making, as well as structure class activities. Additionally, band directors can potentially 
create a body of official knowledge through their choices, reinforcing and transmitting 
the structures of the habitus, leading to a hierarchy of specific music as part of a hidden 
curriculum. The results of a band director’s repertoire selection process might convey so 
much more than the message, “here’s this piece we’re performing.” Allsup (2010) went 
so far as to argue, “the decisions a teacher makes about what is included in a course of 
study (and what is not) form the very heart of a class curriculum” (p. 215). Reynolds 
(2000) discussed the curricular nature of repertoire in performance ensembles in an 
editorial: 
For only through immersion in music of lasting quality can we engage in aesthetic 
experiences of breadth and depth. While it may be an overstatement to say that 
repertoire is the curriculum, we can all agree that a well-planned repertoire creates 
the framework for an excellent music curriculum that fosters the growth of our 
students. (p. 31) 
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Reynolds’s argument concluded, “The music you choose becomes, in large part, the 
curriculum that you and your students follow toward a sound music education” (p. 32). 
Reynolds was not arguing that repertoire should be a large part of a band’s curriculum. 
Rather, Reynolds was using the fact that repertoire is a large part of a band’s curriculum 
to emphasize the need for picking “quality” repertoire: 
When you choose music of depth and substance, you will reward the publishers 
and composers who produce quality repertoire. More important, however, you 
will reward your students with the gift of a deepening appreciation for music (p. 
33). 
 
Whether or not a band director subscribes to the aesthetic philosophies on which 
Reynolds based these arguments, and whether or not a band director agrees that 
performing ensembles should be a primary mode of music education, the prominence of 
repertoire in band curricula is an existing state of affairs that framed and informed the 
central issue I investigated in this study: the habitus surrounding the repertoire selection 
process in public school band programs.  
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether and the extent to which band 
directors perceived a tension between the norms established around the selection of 
repertoire used in public school band programs, and the contextual realities in which 
public high school band programs are situated. If a tension was present, the ways band 
directors addressed and/or coped with it was also of interest. I examined professionals 
working in socioeconomically and geographically stratified schools across New York 
State to determine if the phenomenon exists. Further, in the case of a positive assumption, 
I investigated the ways in which band directors perceived said tension, the practical and 
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conceptual ways in which they responded to it, how it impacted their practices, and 
whether and how this tension was resolved.  
When investigating these issues, it was important to recognize that there are many 
possible variations in band directors’ professional contextual realities, including the 
socioeconomic and demographic aspects of students and communities, amount of 
financial and moral support, curricula in place, and performance demands of their 
programs, to name just a few. If “quality” repertoire as defined by experts in the 
profession (part of the habitus surrounding repertoire selection) is not appropriate for or 
compatible with a particular professional contextual reality and results in tension for the 
band director, then it was important to investigate how this tension arose and what was 
done about it. Answering these questions will hopefully allow critical examination of the 
values and practices transmitted to band directors through the act of repertoire selection, 
discussions about the repertoire selection process, and the role of repertoire in a band 
program.  
Finally, it was valuable to examine phenomena resulting from the structures of the 
habitus. In my own experience, the structures of the habitus were in place, and I did not 
recognize them until external circumstances led to critical reflection. Allsup (2010) 
described the way habitus can exist in music education: 
There is nothing “natural” about a culture’s tradition. Although the sun will rise 
and the moon will set, the material events and activities that attend a teacher’s 
calendar are neither fixed nor freely occurring. Schools, music programs, and 
marching bands are entirely humanly constructed. Yet, when asked to think 
critically about a topic that seems obvious or permanent, like an end-of-year 
concert or an all-state audition, notions of the “real world” are invoked to defend 
practices that seem as natural as the rising of the sun. When a situation is obvious, 
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it validates itself. The more obvious and true the situation appears, the more 
difficult it is to imagine it differently. (pp. 217–218) 
 
Perhaps it is time to imagine the repertoire selection process differently to—pardon the 
pun—help create a harmony between what we come to believe are obvious best practices 
and the realities in which band directors work. Employing hermeneutic phenomenology 
allowed me to understand the tension phenomenon as I experienced it along with how 
others might have, and led to a more complete understanding of a central aspect of being 
a band director in the public schools. Such a critical orientation fit well into a 
phenomenological approach. Crotty (1998) argued, “Phenomenology, it is often said, 
calls into question what is taken for granted. It is critique and grounds a critical 
methodology” (p. 82). I undertook this study to examine an important aspect of my 
professional life in an effort to learn more about a phenomenon I experienced. For me, 
the “thing itself” was the tension I experienced due my own habitus, and I investigated 
and interpreted its manifestations.  
Research Questions 
In order to structure this investigation, I formulated the following research questions: 
 
1. Is there a tension between the established norms (habitus) regarding the repertoire 
used in public schools, and practicing band directors’ professional contextual 
realities? 
a. If so, in what ways does this tension manifest itself? 
b. If they are aware of it, how do band directors cope with the tension: does it 
alter their practices, do they ignore it, or do they repress it?  
c. How do band directors attempt to resolve the tension? 
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2. What, in the band directors’ opinion, is the cause/source of the existence or non-
existence of the tension? 
3. Are band directors’ experience or non-experience of tension manifested 
differently in distinct professional contextual realities? 
I answered these questions using a multiple method hermeneutic 
phenomenological approach in which I used a random sample survey in conjunction with 
interview data. I designed both data collection instruments to elucidate whether and how 
the structures of the habitus were internalized in the participants and to reveal any impact 
these structures had on their repertoire selection practice. The study was delimited to high 
school band directors in New York State.  
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CHAPTER 2: SETTING THE STAGE 
Introduction 
I centered this study on the possible tension between the habitus—commonly 
accepted practices of repertoire selection and use in the band area of public school music 
education—and the various contextual realities in which band directing music educators 
at the high school level may be working. In this review, I intend to illustrate that these 
practices can originate and be transmitted by several different parts of the band area of 
music education as well as from commercial interests surrounding them, specifically the 
music publishing and marketing industries. The relevant extant literature can be sorted 
into the following areas: work identifying canonical or pedagogical models of bands; 
discussions of the sociological state/function of bands in schools; authors who identify or 
argue for the need to play/use “serious music” in school bands; analyses of the criteria 
band directors use when evaluating/choosing repertoire; attempts to identify a consensus 
or trends in the repertoire selection process; and arguments for building curricula in wind 
literature for preservice teachers.  
Across all of these areas, authors of much of the literature also highlighted and 
privileged the delineation of repertoire lists based upon researcher-defined classifications 
of quality or upon popular band director opinion, the criteria employed by band directors 
when evaluating repertoire using researcher-chosen criteria, and the comparison of the 
repertoire band directors program against some sort of researcher-defined quality metric. 
With the present study, I meant to add to the existing body of work around the 
experiences of high school band directors in their repertoire selection processes. Another 
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aspect of the habitus is the suite of commonly held, implied, and transmitted practices 
surrounding repertoire selection. I aimed to examine if and how band directors perceived 
a tension between these practices and the situation “on the ground” in their varying 
professional contextual realities, and if so, whether and how they reacted to such 
circumstances. I contend that the work done to assemble repertoire lists, define and 
identify core repertoire, and advocate for particular programming practices are central to 
the creation of commonly-held beliefs about repertoire. These beliefs are then transmitted 
and reproduced as aspects of the habitus that exists in the band area of public school 
music education. Therefore, this literature review is organized in such a way to illustrate 
the structures in the habitus and how they might be positioned to create a tension with a 
band director’s professional contextual reality.  
The Canonical/Pedagogical Model 
 Allsup and Benedict (2008) performed a philosophical interrogation of the band 
area of music education and its prevailing contemporary practices and identified some 
educational and sociological issues present therein. They argued that the educational 
practices commonly found in band settings are based upon early to mid-twentieth century 
values: capitalism, assembly line based reasoning (Fordism), and behaviorism (p. 159). 
As one outcome of such a model and structure, the function of repertoire is elevated to a 
central and important end of the band activity, and certain repertoire is considered to be 
more legitimate than other repertoire, constituting a canon of works accepted by parts of 
the profession as good and right. Allsup and Benedict labeled this condition as a kind of 
oppression:  
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In the case of wind band directors, one way hegemony is often made manifest is 
through the careful maintenance of the orchestral classical repertoire celebrated 
and revered by a cultured audience, the careful maintenance of the venerated wind 
band conductor, and the accompanying normative practices for transmitting this 
repertoire. (p. 161) 
 
Though they did not explicitly use the term, I suggest that Allsup and Benedict described 
the habitus at work in public high school bands, especially in the identification of 
existence of canonic repertoire and the description of normative practices and their 
transmission. As I do, they too discussed their personal experiences in socioeconomically 
disadvantaged public-school settings as the motivation for their examination; therefore, it 
is plausible that they did experience tension between established norms and the 
contextual realities in which they worked as music educators. 
 Mantie (2012) also examined the structured nature of repertoire and practices in 
the band area of music education but from a Foucaultian discourse analysis stance. Such 
an analysis is one that focuses on power relationships as expressed through discourse and 
practices; these discourses and practices can have the effect of dictating how individuals 
think and behave as they are transmitted (Diaz-Bone et al., 2008). While not identical, 
such concepts are analogous to the structures in the habitus, because of their implied, 
taken-for-granted nature. Mantie (2012) labeled the high school and university wind band 
paradigm the “pedagogical band world” and argued, “the discourse of band performance 
changed from one of supplying music in order to create a sense of community and 
personal enjoyment to one of edification through exposure to Art (i.e., great repertoire)” 
(p. 99, capitalization in original). Further, Mantie described a state of affairs wherein 
band directors and repertoire are placed above all other concerns, and music students in 
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pedagogical wind ensembles are “subject to the musical desires of score, conductor, and 
composer” (p. 103). Mantie discussed the existence of tension in the context of the status 
of music as entertainment among wind band conductors and educators; the discourse 
shows an incompatibility between music created and made for entertaining audiences and 
music created and made as “Art.” Influential voices in the profession (college wind 
ensemble conductors and authors writing on the subject) appeared to value the latter 
much more highly than the former (p. 112).  
 The change in thinking regarding the purpose and role of public school band 
programs described in Mantie’s assessment can be seen in an historical accounting of the 
band area of music education by Humphreys (1995). In it, Humphreys argued that bands 
in schools were primarily concerned with social utilitarianism and “non-educative” goals; 
the final decades of the 20th century saw a shift toward a “serious, purely musical 
medium” (p. 57). This shift is arguably what Mantie (2012) referred to when describing 
the move to a pedagogical model of band music education. Humphreys (1995) described 
the various constituencies that the band area of music education is meant to serve by 
describing them as “masters.” While the rhetorical use of the servant/master dynamic 
simply appears to be the use of a metaphor, it is interesting to note the use of these terms 
when some of the impetus for the present study comes from those who argued that the 
band area of music education is a place in which students and their attendant needs, 
wants, and cultural backgrounds might be minimized in favor of the industrial and 
mechanistic needs of the large ensemble (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Allsup, 2010).  
In Humphreys’s (1995) paradigm, the first master is the professional music 
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establishment, consisting of performers, conductors, and college music professors; these 
“masters” often disapprove of “school music” and lower levels of music making that do 
not lead to the highest levels of performance. Further, these individuals would eschew all 
of the value-added or non-musical aspects of participation in school bands as they do 
nothing to further the “prescribed musical canon, i.e., European and American art music” 
(p. 59).  
 The second “master,” according to Humphreys, is the scholarly/intellectual 
leadership in music education. This group’s primary concerns are the canonical/aesthetic 
model of music education and the democratization of it, thus putting them at opposition 
to any ways of doing music education—including band—that can be viewed as either 
hegemonic or not reflective of the diverse backgrounds and make-ups of student 
populations or, in the terms of the present study, contextual realities in which music 
teachers might work. Humphreys argued that this group is more amenable to the value-
added or non-musical aspects of music education but their attempts at one-size-fits-all 
philosophies of music education mean that instrumental music education may not be the 
best way to musically educate students.  
Finally, Humphreys identified the last and “real” master of music education in 
schools: students and the public (p. 60). These groups, Humphreys argued, are the most 
comfortable with the various and multifaceted meanings instrumental music education 
can supply for participants and they participate for a variety of musical and non-musical 
reasons. I argue that another way of characterizing the first two “masters” is that they are 
structures of a band director’s habitus in traditional band programs: the performance and 
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artistic establishment might transmit attitudes and opinions about what is and is not 
acceptable in band programs, and the scholarly intellectual establishment might transmit 
attitudes and opinions about how these band programs might or might not fit into the 
overall structure of public schools and public school music education. These structures 
lead a music educator to advocate for and transmit values and practices that might be 
accepted and reproduced, and such values and practices might create a tension with a 
band director’s professional contextual reality.  
Humphreys perhaps referenced this phenomenon when discussing the third 
“master,” the students and the public, as these are arguably some of the aspects of a band 
director’s professional contextual reality. Humphreys discussed how the needs of these 
“masters” are not always compatible with each other; I term this incompatibility as the 
tension at the center of the present study. Taken together with Humphrey’s work, both the 
Allsup and Benedict (2008) and Mantie (2012) studies contain references to commonly-
held and transmitted practices and values in public school band programs, especially in 
the area of repertoire selection and use. I am identifying these as part of the habitus and 
aimed to determine if it created tension for public school band directors in varying 
teaching contexts.  
Building the Structures and Values in the Habitus: Constructing Repertoire Lists 
Repertoire lists are an important component in the early parts of the repertoire 
selection process and can be said to act as some of the “structuring structures” present in 
the habitus. Most state music organizations either publish their own lists of repertoire or 
use those of other states (Gaines, 1996). These lists are separated into categories based on 
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the attributed difficulty levels of specific musical works. In addition to state music lists, 
scholars and the music publishing industry have attempted to craft their own lists, thus 
codifying preference into canonical certainty. In the creation of these lists, a piece of 
music’s perceived quality is the first sorting mechanism, and difficulty is the second. 
That is, for a work to first make a repertoire list the individuals making it must first 
decide it is worth putting on the list, and then the works get sorted by difficulty in what is 
usually 5 or 6 point grade level scale, with grade 1 pieces being the easiest, and grade 6 
pieces being the hardest. In the repertoire list literature, each author either created their 
own rubric of how quality was determined or used another created by other authors.  
There is variation in the ways repertoire lists were constructed. Oliver (2012) 
found that the methodologies used in creating these lists are not standardized, and that 
some lists are “simply the result of an ‘expert’s’ opinion with no additional 
considerations presented” (p. 44). Further, Oliver argued that when a list is published in 
print or online, there is an implicit endorsement of the lists’ validity.  
Because repertoire lists are useful tools in sorting repertoire (even if the sorting 
methods are arbitrary or subjective), and because lists might act as structures in the 
habitus surrounding the use and evaluation of repertoire in public school band programs, 
it is perhaps prudent to examine existing repertoire lists and how they are constructed. 
Authors of work in this area solicited input from practicing band directors instead of 
applying researcher-based judgments of quality; such judgments were usually based in 
aesthetic reasoning where the researcher identified the “best” music based upon criteria 
they identified and employed. Ostensibly, soliciting input from band directors might be 
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seen as preferable when trying to eliminate or preclude a tension between the structures 
of the habitus and band directors’ professional contextual realities; however, in practice, 
authors of this work focused on the development of lists of “core” repertoire. That is, 
repertoire that was viewed as the most important or significant repertoire. Notions of 
“core” repertoire are significant in the context of the present study because they may act 
as another structure within the habitus: works that are considered so important in a 
pedagogical model of band music education that they are at the center of the entire 
model. They become a constructed part of the implicitly accepted and unquestioned 
structures of the habitus.  
Identifying “Core” Repertoire 
 Gaines (1996) argued that of the many repertoire lists available to high school 
band directors, none are based upon “empirical research” (p. 1). Using survey 
methodology, Gaines sought to determine if high school band directors agree on whether 
or not there should be a “core” repertoire, and if so, what repertoire that would appear on 
such a list. Gaines also sought to determine whether such a list would include works other 
than “serious” band works, and if so, what pieces would be included. Gaines surveyed 
527 high school band directors from around the country. Reporting his findings, Gaines 
found that band directors do agree on a core repertoire (p. 104). Of the 175 pieces 
identified by respondents, 106 pieces (over 75% of the possible pieces) emerged on a list 
of repertoire considered to be “core” repertoire by respondent consensus (pp. 84–87). 
Gaines termed the 52 pieces on the top half of the core list as “select repertoire” (p. 9). 
Finally, Gaines classified the 17 pieces that were in the 90th percentile of the core list as 
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“essential” repertoire. In Gaines’s framework, the more the study’s participants agreed on 
a piece’s inclusion on the core repertoire list, the greater the importance of the piece to 
the canon. That band directors agreed that there should be a core repertoire is either an 
indication that there may not be a tension between the habitus and contextual realities, or 
possibly illustrates the hidden nature of the structures in the band habitus.  
 Gaines’s work informed the present study in that it provided a rationale for 
delimiting it to New York State; Gaines found that at least three other states, Hawaii, 
Maine, and New Hampshire, used the repertoire list in the manual of the New York State 
School Music Association (NYSSMA); the number may be higher as not every state was 
included in the study (p. 30). Because of its use in multiple states, the NYSSMA manual 
is arguably a well-established and influential representation of the repertoire list 
phenomenon. If band directors in New York relied heavily upon the NYSSMA manual as 
a source of information about repertoire, then it is possible that the manual and the 
repertoire listed in it are structures of the habitus surrounding repertoire selection and use 
in public school band programs and a possible source of tension between the habitus and 
band directors’ professional contextual realities.  
 Using Gaines’s methodology, Howard (2001) sought to identify a similar body of 
repertoire for middle school bands. The participants in this study were 130 middle school 
band directors who had at least ten years of experience, a history of high ratings at 
festivals, and spent most or all of their career teaching at the middle school level (p. 64). 
Based upon responses, Howard compiled a list of “basic” repertoire containing the 29 
pieces on which at least half of the respondents agreed upon (p. 62). For “core” 
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repertoire, Howard compiled a list of 17 pieces on which at least 70% of respondents 
agreed (p. 62). One notable product of this study was Howard’s finding that participants 
at all levels of experience reported what they perceived to be a lack of training in the act 
of repertoire selection (p. 88).  
While most discussions of core repertoire applied to advanced and high school 
level music, Howard’s work helps create a more complete picture of when and how band 
directors might experience tension or difficulty in their repertoire selection. Also, 
Howard further illustrated and underscored the challenge public school band directors 
face when choosing repertoire. Because Howard limited the study to more experienced 
band directors, these results informed the present study by helping to provide a rationale 
for determining if a band director’s level of experience influences feelings about the 
selection of repertoire within existing structures.  
 Jones (2005) sought to validate Gaines’s list of “core” repertoire by surveying 
band directors in Pennsylvania on the pieces they performed during the 1996-1997 school 
year, the sources from which they sought information about repertoire, and the 
considerations band directors use when programming. Jones found that repertoire on the 
Gaines list was heavily represented among the pieces reported by the respondents, 
validating it in Pennsylvania (p. 77). Jones also found that artistic value and educational 
value were among the most-often used considerations used when evaluating repertoire, 
and that publisher marketing materials were the most consulted source of information 
about repertoire (pp. 76-77). Here, arguably, is perhaps an example of market forces 
influencing the way repertoire is evaluated and selected.  
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 Jones’s work served as guidance for the present study by providing sources of 
information about repertoire that appeared in the survey data collection instrument, 
specifically publisher catalogues/recordings, colleagues/word-of-mouth, attending 
conferences and concerts, recommended repertoire lists, recordings other than from 
publishers, and repertoire books (p. 74). I intended to determine if Jones’s findings 
regarding the use of publisher marketing materials are present in New York, a state with a 
prominent repertoire list. Other authors (Budiansky & Foley, 2005) labeled the use of 
marketing materials as a negative phenomenon because it allows exposure to (what they 
term to be) lower quality repertoire, but it is possible that marketing materials may 
influence whether and how tension is felt in the repertoire selection process. Further, I 
intended to corroborate or contradict Jones’s findings that artistic value is of greatest 
concern to band directors. Jones did list “student appeal” as a consideration, but it was 
not highly ranked and was the only student-centered aspect of the data collection, further 
illustrating the need for work that takes into account aspects of a band director’s 
professional contextual reality.  
 Oliver (2012) undertook the most recent work in the area of “core” repertoire. 
Oliver sampled lists of repertoire from various sources (N = 101) and standardized the 
lists, arriving at a grand list of repertoire to determine if it was possible to identify a core 
repertoire. Starting with the total amalgamated list (N = 6,496), Oliver conducted an 
analysis between the lists to see if there was or was not a statistically significant 
difference in the observed frequency of appearances. For those pieces where difference 
was absent, Oliver reached the conclusion that the piece in question was common enough 
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to be included in a list of core repertoire. In the end, Oliver identified 126 pieces that are 
common enough to be included on a core repertoire list. The sources for the published 
lists included textbooks, trade publications, books, dissertations, and marketing materials; 
each of these exemplify the formative structure of the habitus in the band area of music 
education surrounding repertoire selection. Oliver did not investigate which sources were 
the most prevalent or influential in the programming process.  
Using “Quality” as a Metric Through “Serious Artistic Merit” 
When attempting to define a piece of published music’s quality, it is my 
assessment that most authors of existing studies established or employed aesthetic 
frameworks, meaning that any judgments of quality were musically based and did not 
include any consideration of curricular goals; the underlying (and sometimes overtly 
expressed) position of these authors was that, if a piece of music was not of high musical 
quality, it was not worthwhile. Moreover, some authors often used subjective and 
sometimes hard-to-define measures of quality (as evinced below), and in some cases their 
work has taken hold as a standard in the literature.  
The seminal work to employ such a method was developed by Ostling in 1979. 
Ostling’s stated research problem was that as the wind ensemble paradigm becomes more 
prevalent as a vehicle for the performance of art-music, “a new concept of quality in 
wind-band literature is emerging in the thinking of musicians in general, and in wind-
band conductors in particular” (p. 1). He based his study on philosophical parameters of 
an aesthetic nature, which were surmised into ten aspects used to build the “serious 
artistic merit” requirement that any piece of music should satisfy if it was to be judged as 
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a quality work (p. 23): 
1. The composition has form-not ‘a form’ but form-and reflects a proper balance 
between repetition and contrast. 
2. The composition reflects shape and design, and creates the impression of 
conscious choice and judicious arrangement on the part of the composer. 
3. The composition reflects craftsmanship in orchestration, demonstrating a 
proper balance between transparent and tutti scoring, and also between solo 
and group colors. 
4. The composition is sufficiently unpredictable to preclude an immediate grasp 
of its musical meaning. 
5. The route through which the composition travels in initiating its musical 
tendencies and probable musical goals is not completely direct and obvious. 
6. The composition is consistent in its quality throughout its length and in its 
various sections. 
7. The composition is consistent in its style, reflecting a complete grasp of 
technical details, clearly conceived ideas, and avoids lapses into trivial, futile, 
or unsuitable passages. 
8. The composition reflects ingenuity in its development, given the stylistic 
context in which it exists. 
9. The composition is genuine in idiom and is not pretentious. 
10. The composition reflects a musical validity which transcends factors of 
historical importance, or factors of pedagogical usefulness. (pp. 23-30) 
 
These 10 aspects were taken from the aesthetic work of Meyer (1956), Reimer (1962), 
Hanslick (1957), Machlis (1963), and Thomson (1948), and from composers and music 
theorists such as Murphy (1962), Cooper (1973), Rogers (1951), LaRue (1970), Berry 
(1966), and Parry (1954), all of which informed the theoretical underpinning of the study. 
With these aspects in mind, Ostling then sought to answer the question, “What 
compositions are of most musical worth?” (p. 12). Ostling’s goal was to use the aesthetic 
frameworks found in orchestral scholarship and apply them to band contexts, ultimately 
providing a sourcebook for wind conductors analogous to books that identified and 
celebrated the great orchestral repertoire (p. 15). Looking back, this goal was arguably 
consistent with Humphreys’s (1995) and Mantie’s (2012) position that the goals of band 
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programs in public schools shifted toward the creation and presentation of art objects to 
be reproduced, performed, and consumed in the traditional way that orchestral music is. 
In order to answer the question of which wind band pieces were of the most 
musical worth (while acknowledging the difficulty of the task), Ostling (1978) drafted the 
preeminent wind conductors of the time as a panel of experts and presented them with the 
list of aspects and over 1,000 pieces of band music. Ostling asked the panel to rate the 
music according to the aspects he supplied and the pieces that (in the opinion of the 
panel) met the requirements for “serious artistic merit” were placed on a list; there were 
314 pieces in total. Ostling offered several purposes for the list. First, Ostling suggested 
that the 314 pieces on the list are “an initial repertoire of high quality for the wind band” 
(p. 181). Then, Ostling suggested that the 50 pieces with the highest ratings be viewed as 
“standard repertoire” to be used for study in college wind literature courses (p. 182). In 
other words, Ostling was attempting to identify the canon of great band works, which 
were to become the end-objects of pedagogical focus for preservice teachers and for 
students in ensembles. Given the use of leaders in the profession to assist in the 
enterprise, it seems logical that through this study, one of the structures of the habitus 
surrounding the band area of music education was emerging, even though Ostling’s 
expressed intent was not to dictate or be the final word on this matter (p. 14).  
 If the habitus includes beliefs and practices that are transmitted, then further signs 
of the habitus around the selection and evaluation of repertoire are found in the literature 
based upon Ostling’s work. As mentioned, Ostling’s work is considered to be a 
groundbreaking study in the area of band repertoire and has been replicated twice, each 
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time conducted in an identical manner but with a new panel of experts and the inclusion 
of newer compositions (Gilbert 1993; Towner, 2011). Further, Ostling’s concept of 
serious artistic merit has been applied to other types of ensembles and contexts, specific 
subsets of band repertoire, e.g., works by a specific composer, 10 times as of this writing 
(George, 1995; Honas, 1996; Kirkland, 1997; Thomas, 1998; Rhea, 1999; Schallert, 
2001; Dean, 2011; Bellinger, 2012; Wiggins, 2013; McKinney, 2014). In the present 
study, I frame Ostling’s model of serious artistic merit (and its seemingly pervasive use) 
as a part of the habitus surrounding the selection and use of repertoire present in public 
school band programs. In these cases, college band conductors’ values were brought to 
the forefront as they were the group most featured in the panels of experts that evaluated 
the repertoire through the aesthetic lens of serious artistic merit. Privileging college band 
conductors’ opinions is significant because college band conductors are a prominent 
educative force for preservice band directors and have been found to be highly influential 
in preservice teachers’ formation of beliefs, opinions, and attitudes (Schmidt, 1998).  
Lists and Models Specifically for Public School Bands 
There are two texts, one a single volume and one a large series, that are presented 
as curriculum models for the public school band activity. Both subscribe to an 
aesthetically-based canonical model of repertoire and its function in a band program. The 
first is literally titled “Blueprint for Band” (Garofalo, 1983). Conceived as an antidote to 
band programs whose teachers, in the author’s view, focus too much on performance 
alone (p. vii), Garofalo created what he described as a “unified, yet flexible, curriculum 
model, or blueprint” (p. iii). Aesthetic principles were the explicit driver of the work, 
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evident when Garofalo stated:  
The philosophical and practical framework for the blueprint is based on the 
understanding that that the primary function of the performing ensemble is the 
learning of music within the context of aesthetic education. In this context, 
instrumental performance us bit an end itself, but a means to an end . . . the 
development of each student’s aesthetic potential . . . by using [their] judicial 
faculties, [students] make value judgments concerning the quality and worth of 
the music. (p. 1) 
 
In the blueprint, the repertoire central to the curriculum, billed as the “nucleus” (p. 
28). Garofalo used similar language to the authors presented earlier in this review when 
arguing that the repertoire in a band program “should illustrate a high degree of 
compositional skill or craftmanship” (p. 28). Garofalo then provided a checklist for the 
practicing band director to assess repertoire quality in the form of a checklist of criteria in 
question form. The user was meant to answer questions such as: 
• Does the work exhibit the craftsmanship of a skilled composer? 
• Is the work expertly scored? 
• Does the form shape the various elements of the work in a logical way? 
• Does the work reflect the ebb and flow of human emotions?  
• Does the work contain abstract subtleties of expression? (p. 31) 
 
The above are a few examples from a larger list. Perhaps to his credit, Garofalo 
explicated for the reader how some of the more subjective aspects of the checklist should 
be assessed (pp. 32-40). At the end of the text, Garofalo provided a list of works that 
conform to the principles he outlined, meant to serve as the basis for a body of repertoire 
that band directors would supplement after evaluating other repertoire according to the 
checklist (pp. 110-121). 
 Considering the structural metaphor of a “blueprint,” Garofalo’s book is arguably 
an example of how aesthetically-based values surrounding repertoire become a part of a 
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band director’s habitus. While the blueprint allows for some individual evaluation of 
repertoire, the principles in the model are meant to be adopted or adhered to as a foregone 
conclusion. It can literally be interpreted as a “how to” for the band activity.  
In a similar vein, the inaugural volume of what is now a ten-volume series of 
books geared toward public high school band directors, Teaching Music Through 
Performance in Band, Cramer (1997) presented a seven-step checklist for an aesthetically 
based method of assessing the quality level of a work. Cramer wrote: 
Does the music have: 
1. a well-conceived formal structure? 
2. creative melodies and counterlines? 
3. harmonic imagination? 
4. rhythmic vitality? 
5. contrast in all musical elements? 
6. scoring which best represents the full potential for beautiful tone and timbre? 
7. an emotional impact? (p. 8) 
 
Cramer’s list notably excluded any mention of difficulty or non-aesthetic concepts, such 
as instrumentation pragmatics (for band directors who might not have traditional 
instrumentation in an ensemble), historical considerations, or pedagogical potential 
(musical or otherwise). Also absent was a discussion of what these terms actually mean; 
such terms as “well-conceived,” creative,” and “emotional impact” are subjective and 
very likely have different definitions to different band directors. Subjectivity itself is not 
necessarily problematic in discussions of the structures of the habitus; the issue is when 
certain opinions are privileged over others, sanctioned, and then presented as objective. 
With this distinction in mind, it is important to note that Cramer’s aspects of quality also 
share characteristics of those Reimer (1970) and Ostling (1978) espoused in their 
aesthetic approach to musical quality, particularly in the emphasis on form and structure, 
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and on such “feeling” descriptors as “beautiful tone and timbre.”  
Cramer’s (1997) work is the initial chapter in a volume that contains a sizable 
resource guide with analyses of dozens of wind works separated by difficulty level; 
though it is not stated explicitly, the works included in the guide are presumably included 
because they conform to Cramer’s above criteria. All analyses include a section that 
addresses a work’s difficulty with respect to performance demands; these demands are 
the only non-musical aspect considered for each piece, and are only used to sort the 
repertoire into grade levels (no value judgment about the music is made if it is more or 
less difficult).  
Each volume in the series has accompanying recordings of the repertoire 
described in the resource guides available for purchase. Since this series was introduced, 
the authors and publisher have created parallel series for middle school band and 
beginning band. In all series, the repertoire list is cumulative; that is, a new volume 
includes the repertoire from all previous volumes while adding new pieces, resulting in 
an ever-growing list. These series are a fixture in catalogues, trade journals, and in 
exhibition booths at conferences around the country. In the present study, I am framing 
this series of texts and others like it and the repertoire lists contained therein as part of the 
habitus in many public-school band programs; in this case, the structures of the habitus 
may be created/perpetuated by the publishing industry.  
 So far, I have illustrated 3 long-lasting and prevalent methods offered for 
identifying “quality” repertoire as part of a pattern of action that may lead to the habitus 
when it comes to the evaluation and selection of repertoire in the band area of music 
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education (Cramer, 1997; Garofalo, 1983; Ostling, 1978;). Interestingly, although the 
lists espouse similar definitions of “quality,” Cramer’s (1997) list often intentionally 
included works that were in direct contradiction of Ostling’s (1978) tenth aspect (that the 
piece should transcend issues of pedagogy, speaking to band directors’ dual obligation to 
musical and educational factors when making programming choices. This contradiction 
may suggest that there are varying opinions about the role/purpose of repertoire in band 
programs, possibly contributing to a tension between the habitus and the contextual 
realities of band programs. Put another way: the contextual realities in which band 
directors work might be incompatible with an approach to band music education based in 
canonical view of repertoire. While no author has set out to investigate that specific issue, 
some have done work that might suggest the existence of tension between the habitus and 
varied contextual realities.  
 Habitus and its structures are social and political consequences of ways of 
thinking and acting when values and practices are transmitted and accepted as obvious 
matters of fact (Bourdieu, 1977). In the most simple and elemental readings of the 
concept, a formative part of the habitus is “rules” that must be followed; these rules are 
transmitted along with values and practices. Participation in state music organizations’ 
ensemble evaluation festivals/competitions requires that a band director follow certain 
rules and regulations. While many of these rules and regulations serve merely to organize 
and order a complicated process, they do structure what repertoire can and cannot be 
used, thereby privileging some repertoire over others. Sometimes, it appears that the 
rules/structures that may be part of the habitus of repertoire evaluation and selection 
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might not be consistent with the values espoused therein.  
In Texas, Rhea (1999) applied the Ostling method to the Prescribed Music List 
(PML) of Texas’s University Interscholastic League (UIL)1 to determine how much of 
the music on the PML between 1995 and 1998 was considered to be music of “serious 
artistic merit”. The PML is the state music list for Texas; in order for a band to participate 
in state and UIL sanctioned rating/evaluation events a band director must use music on 
the list. Of the 357 pieces on the PML in grades III-V, 181 pieces, or 48.6% met the 
criteria for “serious artistic merit” (1999, p. 33). 72.8% of grade V works met the criteria, 
40.2% of grade IV works met the criteria, and 17.9% of grade III works met the criteria 
(p. 34). Rhea stated that “no attempt has been made to identify the educational worth of a 
composition, but instead, this document is focused solely on the identification of musical 
compositions based on criteria of artistic merit” (p. 2).  
In analyzing the data, Rhea argued that there is a dearth of quality literature (using 
Ostling’s definitions) at the middle and lower difficulty levels of repertoire and illustrated 
a potential challenge of programming quality music for younger or less experienced 
ensembles. Rhea further argued that for compositions that do meet the criteria for serious 
artistic merit, “study and analysis of these compositions would greatly help the young 
conductor in making later judgments regarding musical quality and substance of 
compositions” (p. 50). Rhea’s conclusion presupposes that serious artistic merit is the 
most important criterion for repertoire and that its recognition is an important skill for 
                                               
1 Athough it is called the “University” Interscholastic League, the UIL is an organization that sets and 
administers rules and regulations for most musical, athletic, and academic contests for public primary 
and secondary schools in Texas; it is the largest such organization in the world (uiltexas.org, n.d.). 
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band directors to have. I am arguing that this presupposition might be part of the habitus 
in the evaluation and use of repertoire in the band area of music education and might be 
at odds with the varied contextual realities in which band directors work. Further, it is 
unclear if and how prevalent different repertoire selection practices, ones outside the 
accepted norms in the habitus (especially for band directors who do not participate in the 
more “institutionalized” parts of the profession), might be. 
Others argued that band directors are not programming music of serious artistic 
merit as much as possible, further suggesting a possible tension between the habitus and 
the contextual realities in which band directors work. Also employing the Ostling (1978) 
method, Young (1997) surveyed 150 high school band directors in at least their sixth year 
teaching in large (student populations of 1000 or more) high schools. Young sought to 
determine what literature they programmed with their bands between the years 1994-
1996, the criteria they used to make the decisions, and the resources they used to find 
music. Next, Young developed a Repertoire Evaluation Inventory (REI) based upon the 
classification of “serious artistic merit” as defined by the 1978 Ostling study. Young 
compared the repertoire performed by band directors that participated in the study with 
the pieces on the REI. The data showed that 47.77% of the compositions performed did 
not appear on the REI list as music of “serious artistic merit” and was thus of low quality 
(p. 98). In the analysis, Young reported that among directors who programmed literature 
that fell into the 47.77%, the most widely reported resource used in the decision process 
were publisher recordings and marketing materials; directors who programmed music 
that appeared on the REI as music of “serious artistic merit” reported that the most 
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consulted resource was contact with university and college band directors, followed 
closely by attendance at clinics (p. 101).  
Young’s work is another possible example of tension between band directors’ 
professional contextual realities and the habitus surrounding repertoire evaluation and 
selection: If less than half the pieces programmed were of serious artistic merit, then 
perhaps there is a discontinuity (tension) between what the profession (or at least certain 
aspects of it) considers to be the best music and what band directors are actually 
programming. Young’s work also introduced the idea that business interests (publishing 
companies) might be either at odds with accepted ideas about repertoire, or, are in 
recognition of a tension and are attempting to meet what they perceive to be band 
directors’ needs. In the present study, Young’s list of sources of information about 
repertoire was used in the creation of the data collection instrument.  
 Young was not the only author to identify publishing companies as potential 
purveyors of music not considered to be of high quality. In 2005, Budiansky and Foley 
cited the Young study in their sometimes-scathing invective against what they 
pejoratively classified as “school music.” Employing qualitative methods (though it is 
mostly a review of literature), they argued that such music is inferior and of low quality. 
Citing the Ostling (1978) and Gilbert (1993) method for identifying music of “serious 
artistic merit”, they approached the issue from the opposite perspective and described 
what they argued are aspects of music that are antithetical to quality and serious artistic 
merit: 
 • Excessive use of all-tutti (or “block”) scoring and instrument doubling, 
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• simple triadic harmonies throughout, in which all sections are typically playing 
one of just three or four notes together at any given point,  
 • an absence of melodically or rhythmically independent lines or counterpoint,  
• the repetition of rhythms, motives, themes, or timbres, sometimes thinly 
disguised as “variations” that actually involve minimal harmonic, melodic, or 
rhythmic development, 
 • the use of loudness alone to create the illusion of emotional climax, without a  
corresponding increase in harmonic tension, thematic development, or musical 
direction, 
 • abundant percussion activity, but employing stereotyped or clichéd rhythms, 
• excessive fortissimo passages, few or no passages below mezzo forte, and an 
almost complete lack of more subtle dynamic shadings, and  
• awkward transitions and superficial conformity to an extrinsically imposed 
“form.” (Budiansky & Foley, 2005, p. 27) 
 
Budiansky and Foley compiled marketing materials from publishers that describe music 
as being “harder than it sounds” and using “safe” scoring to cover up potential mistakes 
(p. 28). Next, they compiled a list of music most often performed in difficulty grades 1 
and 2 in Texas during the 1999-2000 academic year; out of the twenty works on the list, 
none of them appeared on Gilbert’s (1993) list of 191 works of “serious artistic merit.” 
Budiansky and Foley attributed this phenomenon to the following factors: reluctance on 
the part of band directors to make aesthetics judgments, the role of educational music 
publishers, and inadequate teacher training (Budiansky & Foley, 2005, pp. 19-26).  
 Budiansky and Foley presented a small amount of evidence (the aforementioned 
list) to back up rather large and sweeping generalizations about the quality of music 
performed in schools. Their study informed the present study in its function as an 
illustration of the potential disconnect between what establishment figures in the 
profession think and the values they transmit and the actual practices of band directors in 
various teaching situations. In other words, there may be a tension between the habitus 
and band directors’ professional contextual realities. Budiansky and Foley’s lamentation 
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of the existence of a “school music” canon suggests that they adhered to Mantie’s (2012) 
pedagogical model of wind bands, one wherein band directors teach the works of the 
highest artistic value in the Western art-music tradition for their own sake. From the 
conceptualization “serious artistic merit” to lamentations of the use of music that is 
somehow less-than or beneath the value of great repertoire, it is plausible such notions 
can become part of a band director’s habitus, and it can be in tension with various 
professional contextual realities.  
Quality and the Other Criteria Used in Repertoire Selection 
Aside from Jones’s (2005) findings that educational value was important to band 
directors in Pennsylvania, the authors captured in my literature review approached the 
issue of repertoire evaluation and selection from a purely aesthetic point of view and used 
musical quality (mainly through the “serious artistic merit” designation) as the main 
repertoire selection criterion, while actively discouraging such pragmatic considerations 
and nonmusical influences such as performance obligations, pressure from administrators 
and parents, and performances on festivals and trips. Such considerations are part of the 
unique set of circumstances in an individual band director’s teaching situation, i.e., their 
professional contextual reality. This part of the literature review includes studies where 
researchers examined the criteria band directors use when evaluating and choosing 
repertoire, if and how these criteria related to quality, and if there were differences across 
various aspects of professional contextual realities. Such differences are germane to the 
present study because they may give insight into whether band directors might experience 
a tension between structures of the habitus surrounding repertoire selection and 
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evaluation and their professional contextual realities.  
In Florida, Carney (2005) surveyed band directors to determine if criteria based 
on quality (aesthetically based) or suitability (pragmatically based) were more influential 
in the repertoire selection process. Quality, in Carney’s study, was defined based upon 
“compositional fundamentals,” and consisted of the following aspects: form, tonality, 
timbre/register of instruments, tempo/meter, rhythm, and dynamics (p. 33). Carney did 
not say how a participant should define these aspects in value based (good/bad) terms. 
Suitability consisted of the following aspects: ensemble instrumentation, experience level 
of ensemble, amount of available rehearsal time, utilitarian concerns (does a band have a 
specific performance need, such as a holiday concert), preeminence of composer, and 
outside influences (experiences with pieces other than first-person experiences). It is 
possible to frame Carney’s distinctions of quality and suitability as the distinction 
between habitus and professional contextual reality.  
The three highest-ranked criteria across all demographic groups (level of 
education, years of experience, and size of program) were: experience level of the 
ensemble, instrumentation of the ensemble, and amount of available rehearsal time (p. 
47). The results of this study, then, imply that the participants were not primarily 
concerned with a work’s quality and that they are influenced by structural or 
environmental factors in making their decisions; these factors are all part of band 
directors’ professional contextual reality. These findings are antithetical to the 
philosophical position taken by others to research this topic (those that use quality as the 
central measure of evaluation) and merit further investigation; a logical first step is to 
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determine if this tension/contradiction is experienced by band directors in their repertoire 
selection processes. In the present study, the criteria in Carney’s study were incorporated 
as part of the survey instrument in my attempt to determine if band directors feel that the 
repertoire options available to them are, in their opinion, either compatible or 
incompatible with the circumstances of their teaching situations.  
Much research has been conducted in the area of repertoire selection in other 
large states; some authors of these studies also examined band program size as an 
independent variable. Suk (2003) surveyed band programs at smaller Illinois high schools 
seeking to determine if demographic factors such as experience level and age of the 
director, band director education level (bachelor’s or master’s degree), band program 
size, and budget affected the programming decisions made. The 90 band directors 
participating in the study were surveyed regarding their programmed pieces and 
demographics; they were surveyed a second time regarding environmental, budgetary, 
and scheduling factors in their respective schools. The resulting data containing which 
pieces were performed were turned over to a panel of experts in the field to determine, in 
their opinion, the quality level of the pieces reported.  
Suk did not describe or discuss how the panel was to define quality; the panel was 
simply to use a Likert-type scale to make their judgment (1 = No Quality, 5 = Highest 
Quality) (p. 123). Suk found that there were no significant relationships between band 
director age and repertoire quality, but band directors with master’s degrees were more 
likely to program higher quality repertoire as defined by the panel of experts and band 
directors with only bachelor’s degrees were more likely to choose programmatic music 
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(pp. 68-69). There were no significant differences in repertoire quality levels with respect 
to such professional contextual reality aspects as school or band program size, urban/rural 
settings, or ensemble gender make-up (p. 70). This study was the only one found to 
include a band program’s size as a central part of its design, such an aspect is part of a 
band director’s professional contextual reality. Suk’s study informed the present study by 
supplying the framework for potential relationships between aspects of professional 
contextual reality and repertoire selection practices. Suk’s study did not include 
demographic or sociocultural aspects of the students in these programs (other than the 
urban/suburban/rural designation); the present study included those areas. Also, in the 
present study, I broadened the perspective to include all sizes of school district in an 
effort to gain a more complete picture of possible professional contextual realities. 
  Greig (2003) surveyed Pennsylvania band directors to examine the consideration 
given to specific selection criteria when selecting music for performance and how this 
was influenced by years of teaching experience, school size, and band enrollment. One of 
the unique aspects of this study is that Greig was one of a few researchers to ask band 
directors to evaluate repertoire they had already performed with their bands instead of a 
hypothetical list of literature compiled by others; this study is also the only one found in 
which the researcher compared high school band directors’ views of said repertoire with 
those of college band directors. Greig allowed band directors to choose the criteria they 
used from a list of criteria including those from the Ostling (1978) study and others that 
Greig formulated. One hundred and seventy band directors participated in the study. The 
most highly rated criteria were “provides opportunities for musical expression” and 
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“provides appropriate technical challenge” (Greig, 2003, p. 74), suggesting band directors 
believed there is a relationship between technical proficiency and ability to play 
expressively.  
Greig presented a repertoire list of the most commonly played literature reported 
by respondents in the study. Greig further suggested that repertoire selection is influenced 
by years of experience; younger band directors are more concerned with practical issues 
of technical demand (p. 89). College level band directors tended to pay more attention to 
the overall significance of the composer in their assessments of a work’s quality (p. 90). 
The study’s low rate of return (36%) may cause hesitation in assigning implications to a 
broader segment of band directors. Still, this study was relatively consistent with other 
findings and illuminates some potential differences in criteria application between high 
school and college band directors. The present study was informed by the difference 
found in Greig’s study; I purposefully sampled band directors at various levels of 
experience for the interview portion of data collection.  
 While not a replication, Greig’s study was based upon a 1993 study conducted by 
Grant. Grant surveyed 210 band directors in Missouri asking them to rate a list of 
nineteen criteria in terms of how important they believe them to be in the repertoire 
selection process and include demographic information. The criteria of musical 
quality/aesthetic value, difficulty, instrumentation, well-crafted composition, and 
teaching goals were ranked the highest among band directors of every experience level 
and program size (p. 49). From the results of the study, Grant also produced several 
repertoire lists that participants identified as music of high quality. This study is cited in 
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several others on similar topics and the repertoire lists are intended to act as a resource 
guide for other educators. Grant’s sample was not randomized and the aesthetic criteria 
used feature some subjectivity; I designed the present study to determine if scholarly 
literature is a part of or source of potential tension.  
 Crochet (2006) approached these questions from a slightly different perspective. 
Instead of focusing on one state or band programs of a specific size, Crochet focused her 
study on band directors and how their educational background, years of teaching 
experience, and degree of success as a band director affect his or her repertoire selection 
practices. Crochet defined “success” by a comprehensive list of 14 attributes that were 
researcher-defined and found in the literature. Two hundred and twelve band directors 
across 29 states participated in the study. Crochet found that there were significant 
differences in repertoire selection practices between more successful and less successful 
band directors. More successful band directors were more likely to choose repertoire after 
hearing live performances, looking at various music lists, getting recommendations from 
colleagues, listening to recordings, and were more likely to perform music they 
performed in high school or college. Less successful band directors were more likely to 
rely only upon recordings and publisher marketing materials (p. 94). Both groups were 
most highly influenced by quality of the music, opportunities for teaching, and skill level 
of the ensemble (p. 96).  
With this study, Crochet added to the body of work suggesting that such 
nonmusical, contextual reality-based considerations as ensemble skill level and difficulty 
influence band directors. Crochet also further implicated publishers’ marketing materials 
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as a negative force in repertoire selection. In the present study, I did not make the 
distinction between more and less successful band directors, but I was interested to see if 
the results for sources of information about repertoire will be consistent with Crochet’s 
results, and whether and how these sources of information are sources or reducers of the 
potential tension between the structures of the habitus and band directors’ contextual 
realities.  
Fiese (1991) surveyed 100 randomly selected college and university band 
conductors across the United States. There were 33 responses to the request; each were 
asked to evaluate three pieces that were unfamiliar to them for quality and list the criteria 
used to reach the conclusion. For the pieces that were rated as being of high quality, the 
most commonly reported criteria used were structural unity and coherence, logical 
development of ideas, contrast and variety in melodic and harmonic aspects, 
instrumentation and orchestration, and the piece’s ability to evoke interest (p. 242). This 
study involved the reading of scores only; no listening was involved and the sample size 
is quite small. There was no statistically significant agreement on the quality level of the 
scores they were asked to evaluate, potentially speaking to the individualized nature of 
experiences and opinions about repertoire.  
Conceptual Framework: Habitus and Field  
The central and underlying conceptual framework of the present study is 
Bourdieu’s (1977) concept of habitus. Most broadly, the habitus is a set of ideas about 
“how the world should work” (Martinson, 2011, p. 22). Through the course of his career, 
Bourdieu endowed the term with multiple meanings. The most prevalent definition, 
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previously outlined in the introduction to the present study, is:  
…systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed 
to function as structuring structures, that is, as principles of the generation and 
structuring of practices and representations which can be objectively ‘regulated’ 
and ‘regular’ without in any way being the product of obedience to 
rules…collectively orchestrated without being the product of the orchestrating 
action of a conductor. (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 72, italics in original) 
 
Wacquant (2016) conceptualized habitus as:  
The ways in which the sociosymbolic structures of society become deposited 
inside persons in the form of lasting dispositions, or trained capacities and 
patterned propensities to think, feel and act in determinate ways, which in turn 
guide them in their creative responses to the constraints and solicitations of their 
extant milieu. (p. 64, italics in original) 
 
The dispositions are ideas/concepts from the past, carried into present and persist into the 
future. The internalized structures act as a “defense mechanism” that “condition all 
subsequent learning and social experience (Yang, 2014, p. 1525). The result is a 
privileging of early experiences (Bourdieu, 2000, p. 233). Habitus influences present and 
future practices and operates “below the level of consciousness” (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 73). 
Thus, the habitus is built when beliefs and practices are taken-for-granted and transmitted 
as obvious or even essential to an individual’s success; these practices are viewed as 
natural and basic. Allsup (2010) described this phenomenon as when practices “are as 
natural as the rising of the sun. When a situation is obvious, it validates itself” (p. 218).  
 Related to habitus is Bourdieu’s concept of field. The most commonly employed 
definition of field is: 
A network, or configuration, of objective relations between positions. These 
positions are objectively defined, in their existence and in the determinations they 
impose upon their occupants, agents or institutions, by their present and potential 
situation (situs) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital) 
whose possession commands access to the specific profits that are at stake in the 
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field, as well as by their objective relation to other positions (domination, 
subordination, homology, etc.). (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97) 
 
Stated more simply, a field is a scene or arena individuals occupy and operate within. 
Fields have an internal logic with their own structures and rules. The action of the habitus 
occurs in the field; this action shapes the field and the field in turn shapes the habitus. 
Bourdieu (1977) framed this circular interaction when arguing that the habitus is both 
modus operandi (modes of practices) and opus operatum (result of practices) (p. 36). 
Further, Bourdieu (2000) argued that the field can set limits on what the habitus can lead 
a person to do in practice when stating that the habitus leads to “endlessly renewed 
strategies . . . within the limits of the structural constraints of which they are the product 
and which define them” (p. 138). Finally, Bourdieu (2000) described how the interplay 
between habitus and field can work to perpetuate values and attitudes when arguing that 
because of “the relationship between habitus and the social world (or the field) of which 
it is a product . . . there are things that cannot be done in certain circumstances (‘that’s 
not done’) and others that cannot not be done” (p. 146, italics in original). In the present 
study, a band director’s professional contextual reality is the field.  
Due to my own experiences with my own habitus, I was particularly interested in 
whether, in the act of repertoire evaluation and selection, a band director felt tension 
between the band habitus and their professional contextual reality; that is, any aspect of 
their teaching situation that is unique to that particular place. Some aspects of a band 
director’s contextual reality might include the demographic, socioeconomic, and 
sociocultural characteristics of students in the band program; the size of the school, 
district, and band program; performance demands and community expectations. These 
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aspects are set against the structures of the habitus and how the values therein might be at 
odds with them. There is some extant research examining habitus in a music education 
context that examines related issues. 
Music Education Research Employing Habitus as a Framework 
Wright (2008) identified the problem of a lack of enrollment in music offerings in 
public schools in Wales, citing a disconnect between the music students learn and make 
in schools and the music they make at home or in other settings. The author employed 
ethnographic fieldwork methods in one school to identify the phenomena at work and 
found that there are points of tension between how students and the teacher perceived the 
music program’s curriculum, especially in the area of how much say students have in the 
instruments played and music used in class. In arguing that the music education 
profession should be amenable to students’ needs and desires that differ from commonly 
held beliefs and practices, Wright stated, “this will require a new type of teacher 
possessed of the empathy to ‘kick’ their dominant habitus where necessary and enter the 
musical worlds of their pupils” (p. 400). 
 Martinson (2011) used similar methods at a public middle school in an urban 
setting, seeking to determine if the band director’s white middle-class background 
matched or clashed with that of their students who are second-generation immigrants and 
if/how this clashing impacted students musical learning and experiences. Martinson 
found that the teacher and the students both had their own habitus leading to barriers in 
teaching and learning in that particular band setting. Also implicated as a barrier were 
such contextual reality aspects as finances available to both students and the band 
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program. As a result, Martinson argued for the need for culturally inclusive band 
programs to maximize opportunities for music participation and help immigrant students 
acculturate to the United States.  
 Both Wright (2008) and Martinson (2011) focused upon urban music education 
and the cultural differences between music teachers and students advocating for 
culturally responsive teaching. In the present study, such cultural differences were one 
aspect of the varying professional contextual realities that exist across New York State. I 
was interested to see if band directors perceive such differences (if they existed) and 
whether they are part of a possible tension between the habitus and their particular 
professional contextual reality when concerning the choice of repertoire to be used in 
their classes.  
Summary 
In much of the literature reviewed in this chapter, it appears that the biggest 
aspect of the habitus among thought-leaders in the band area of music education is the 
idea that a piece of repertoire’s quality is the most important criterion that a band director 
should consider when choosing a piece of music, and that a piece of music is of high 
quality if it is of “serious artistic merit” (e.g., Ostling, 1978). Serious artistic merit is 
defined by a list of 10 aspects based in aesthetic thinking, centered on Western art-music. 
Authors that did not define quality this exact way still used similar aesthetically based 
reasoning when crafting their own definitions (e.g., Cramer 1997). Indeed, some authors 
actively discouraged any other consideration when choosing repertoire (e.g., Budiansky 
& Foley, 2005). Others presented findings that suggest when band directors act in ways 
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consistent with the habitus surrounding repertoire selection, they will be more successful 
(e.g., Crochet, 2006). Band directors themselves might be propagating some structures of 
the habitus when they espouse opinions about repertoire that are consistent with the 
habitus (e.g., Gaines, 1996).  
There is some literature whose authors suggested there might be a tension 
between the habitus and a band director’s professional contextual reality (e.g., Carney, 
2005; Martinson, 2011). In particular, the implications of Carney’s results necessitated 
investigation given his results are the first (and currently, only) to suggest that band 
directors are not primarily concerned with the musical quality of a work, even if such a 
concept is not clearly defined. I designed the present study to expand upon Carney’s 
findings in attempting to determine if there is a tension between the structures of the 
habitus surrounding repertoire selection and the contextual realities in which band 
directors work. Carney’s sample was not randomized, which may have led to bias toward 
those who would be more likely to participate in research. As explained further in the 
following chapter, I randomized the sample in the present study to allow for the 
possibility of generalization from survey data.  
Conclusions 
The review of the literature shows that there are several different issues at play in 
the area of repertoire selection. State music lists and the scholarly conducting 
establishment can arguably be framed as controlling structures of the habitus that appear 
to heavily influence band directors’ choices, though there is some evidence that these 
structures are not always compatible with individual contextual realities. When musical 
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quality was investigated, there was much subjectivity as to what makes a piece of music 
high quality; most definitions of quality were based on aesthetic judgments about a work, 
and these definitions often originated from the structures in the canonical/pedagogical 
model and habitus of wind band professionals. All authors that investigated the aspects of 
quality suggested there is a need for further research in the area. Many authors reported 
that band directors were at least somewhat concerned with other, non-aesthetic aspects of 
a piece; most of these aspects surround issues of a work’s difficulty level, although there 
are conflicting accounts of this phenomenon. Band directors also appeared to be 
influenced by the marketing efforts of publishing companies. It is apparent that of the 
thousands of works currently published for school bands only several hundred are 
regularly played. There are varying degrees of influence that a band director’s level of 
experience has upon repertoire selection and evaluation. All authors that investigated it 
reported that music teacher training in the area of repertoire evaluation and selection is 
inadequate. It is important, then, to determine if the existing structures in the band habitus 
contribute to a tension in the repertoire selection process.  
Based on the literature I reviewed, I designed this study so that I might expand 
upon the research into the criteria band directors employ while selecting repertoire. The 
data collection instruments contained criteria found to be most influential in the literature; 
the results either conflicted with or endorsed the trends identified. I was struck by how 
widely the Ostling (1978) definitions of quality were used in the literature and thus how 
deeply accepted they seem to be in the canonical/pedagogical model of bands; I designed 
the present study to validate these definitions by asking band directors if they agree that 
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they are truly the best indicators of a work’s quality (if they share the beliefs of the 
habitus) and to determine if these criteria create a tension when band directors take into 
account their professional contextual realities. In the case of a positive finding, I aimed to 
determine how band directors perceive, identify, and address the tension.  
The literature I reviewed also contributed to the rationale for state-based research; 
most work in this area was in individual states; authors that conducted national studies 
dealt with data on a state-by-state basis. Authors might have focused on individual states 
because of the different systems of repertoire sorting occurring in various states via state 
music organizations. Gaines (1996) provided the most powerful rationale for 
investigating the practices of band directors in New York because of the use of the 
NYSSMA manual in other states. That is, because the band directors in the state shape 
the manual, the repertoire selection practices of band directors in New York might impact 
band directors in other states.  
Finally, almost all of the authors of studies I reviewed make use of descriptive 
research; I employed similar methods in the present study and added an interview-based 
component to address more completely the phenomenological aspects of the possible 
tension. Because there was no standardized data collection instrument used in the 
literature, I designed a survey that uses criteria, sources of information about repertoire, 
and definitions of quality found therein. The results from the survey, to a certain degree, 
determined some aspects of the interview component of the data collection. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Phenomenology as Method 
 The impetus and germinating idea for this study was my experience of tension 
when choosing repertoire in my role as a band director in the public schools. It was a 
specific phenomenon I experienced distinctly, and remains in my consciousness as a band 
director, conductor, and teacher educator. This experience calls to mind the subset of 
research methods known as phenomenology. Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) described 
phenomenology as “the study of the world as it appears to individuals when they lay 
aside the prevailing understandings of those phenomena and revisit their immediate 
experience of the phenomena” (p. 495). Phenomenological research helps reveal the 
thoughts, perceptions, and attitudes of individuals as they experience particular 
phenomena. Gall, Gall, and Borg went on to highlight the importance of the researcher’s 
personal experience when stating, “it is important for the phenomenological researcher to 
be invested in the topic . . . because she will be collecting data on her own experience of 
the phenomenon as well as the research participants” (p. 495), and that participants 
should “have experienced the phenomena being studied and share the researcher’s 
interest in its nature and meanings” (p. 496).  
Creswell (2007) stated, “a phenomenological study describes the meaning for 
several individuals of their lived experiences of a concept or phenomenon” (p. 57, italics 
in original). Researchers should focus on the common elements of experiences to arrive 
at the “essence” of a thing, and “[develop] a composite description of the essence of the 
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experience for all individuals” (p. 58).  
In the terms of the present study, repertoire selection is something most (if not all) 
band directors experience at the most basic level, and a review of the literature suggests 
that there may be tension in the process. This tension was the phenomenon at the center 
of my investigation. Because encountering the tension is a lived experience, it falls in a 
subsection of phenomenological research known as hermeneutic phenomenology. In 
chapter 1, I described the philosophical similarities and differences between 
transcendental and hermeneutic phenomenology. In short, transcendental phenomenology 
requires the researcher to bracket their experiences with a phenomenon to see the 
phenomenon as objectively as possible. In hermeneutic phenomenology, the researcher 
identifies a phenomenon of interest, reflects on the essential themes, describes the 
phenomenon while keeping a strong connection to it, and makes interpretations from 
their investigations (Creswell, 2007, p. 59).  
More specifically, I employed a concept known as the “hermeneutic circle.” 
Gadamer (1979) described the hermeneutic circle as “not only the formal relation 
between the anticipation of the whole and the construction of the particulars . . . [it] is a 
contentually fulfilled circle, which joins the interpreter and his text into a unity within a 
processual whole” (p. 87). At once, Gadamer explicated the hermeneutic circle as an 
interplay between the parts and the whole, and that the researcher is a central aspect of 
each. Gadamer further argued, “It is evident that in order to be authentic, the inquiring 
gaze must be focused on the thing itself, and in such a manner that it may be grasped, as 
it were, ‘in person.’” (p. 129). Because of the back-and-forth nature of the hermeneutic 
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circle between the whole and the parts, and the researcher, and “the thing itself,” my own 
experiences were the germinating idea for the study. I employed the hermeneutic circle in 
the conceptual approach to the research questions, the construction of the data collection 
instruments, and the analysis and interpretation of the data.  
Starting from a Broader Picture: Multimethod Design 
This study is my attempt to critically unpack certain aspects of a significant and 
influential way of being and working in music education, namely the selection of 
repertoire for public high school bands. The practice of repertoire selection occurs against 
a backdrop of commonly-held beliefs and normative value-based notions of repertoire’s 
role in a band program, along with implicit and explicit endorsements of certain 
repertoire. Taken together, these factors form the structures of the habitus. The habitus 
concept and underlying conceptual framework are based in Bourdieu’s critical sociology.  
Bourdieu (1984) employed a multiple-method approach for some of his more 
prominent work, employing a survey for larger-scale identification of practices and 
opinions, in addition to qualitative methods (including interviews) consistent with post-
positivist orientations (p. 504). It is with hermeneutic phenomenology and Bourdieu’s 
work in mind that I constructed this study using multiple methods in an attempt to 
examine the phenomenon of tension in a band director’s repertoire selection process from 
multiple perspectives. Such a design served two central purposes. First, the design 
allowed for triangulation of data. Second, the interplay between a broad, random sample 
survey and individual, detailed interviews fit well with Gadamer’s (1979) hermeneutic 
circle concept; this concept is predicated upon the examination of and interplay between 
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parts and the whole.  
Design Specifics 
With hermeneutic phenomenology established as the method, I will now turn to 
the specifics of the multimethod design. I first conducted an online survey to establish the 
broader picture of experiences in the repertoire selection process. As survey 
administration proceeded, the responses from the online survey informed my approach to 
the second part of data collection: one-on-one interviews with participants. The 
interviews allowed for a more specific, granular examination of the phenomenon I was 
investigating, namely, the experience of tension in a band director’s repertoire selection 
process. Details of both parts of data collection follow below.  
Here was an instance of the hermeneutic circle at work: The two parts of data 
collection, in light of my own experiences, were the constituent parts of the whole study. 
The first task was to reflect and examine my own experiences. Then, after the requisite 
readings endemic to a research project, I incorporated these experiences into the design of 
the survey instrument. After collecting data and reading the survey responses, I went 
back to my own experiences, reflecting again after seeing some different perspectives 
expressed in the responses. I then created the interview questions that would serve to 
begin my discussion with participants. In analyzing the data, I again returned to my 
experiences and reflected a third time, this time creating a fresh phenomenological 
perspective on the tension phenomenon. At all times, my career trajectory played (what I 
found to be) an interesting role: Because I am potentially in the position to transmit 
values and practices to future band directors, my thinking and verbalizing had an extra 
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layer to them. Instead of only reflecting on my experience of the tension phenomenon 
and interpreting others’ experiences along with my own, I began to reflexively consider 
my entire approach to my current work, even before the study was concluded. 
Research Questions 
The research questions framing this study were: 
1. Is there a tension between the established norms (habitus) regarding the repertoire 
used in public schools, and practicing band directors’ professional contextual 
realities? 
a. If so, in what ways does this tension manifest itself? 
b. If they are aware of it, how do band directors cope with the tension: does it 
alter their practices, do they ignore it, or do they repress it?  
c. How do band directors attempt to address the tension? 
2. What, in the band directors’ opinion, is the cause/source of the existence or non-
existence of the tension? 
3. Are band directors’ experience or non-experience of tension manifested 
differently in distinct professional contextual realities? 
Survey Overview, Sampling, and Validity 
The purposes of the present study were to examine and describe high school band 
directors’ current practices and opinions surrounding the act of repertoire selection, learn 
what constitutes their professional contextual reality, and determine if there is a tension 
between this contextual reality and structures of the habitus around the act of repertoire 
selection. Most broadly, these purposes center on high school band directors’ repertoire 
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selection practices. Like other authors in the repertoire selection practices area of 
research, I employed a non-experimental, descriptive, quantitative method for one part of 
data collection.  
The data collection instrument for this aspect of the research was a researcher-
designed questionnaire administered online; the use of such an instrument is consistent 
with the literature (Gaines, 1996; Carney, 2001; Jones, 2005). The choice of an online 
survey is supported in the research methods literature particularly because online 
administrations tend to have a higher rate of return than paper instruments (Dixon & 
Turner, 2007). I administered the survey through the site qualtrics.com, a leading online 
provider of survey administration. This particular survey administration site had all of the 
layout and customization tools that allowed me to design an instrument that followed the 
best-practices visual design guidelines established for online surveys by Dillman, Smyth, 
and Christian (2009, p. 231).  
Gall, Gall, and Borg’s (2007) recommendations for random sampling in 
descriptive research guided the sampling method. They asserted that random sampling is 
preferred when one intends to make generalizations based upon analysis of the data (p. 
170). I used publicly available information on the New York State Education 
Department’s website (nysed.gov) to obtain complete lists of public school districts and 
buildings in New York. I then investigated each listing to see which buildings offered 
band at the high school level and who the teacher was. If a building did not offer band or 
I could not verify whether they did or not, the building was removed from the sample list. 
The resulting list was a comprehensive listing of music teachers in the band area in 
  62 
grades 9-12; this listing was the sample frame.   
I chose Band directors’ names for the sample using a random number generator 
resulting in a simple random sample; all members of the target population (band directors 
in grades 9–12 in New York State) had an equal chance of being selected. This method 
yields data that “can be generalized to a larger population,” and “satisf[y] the logic by 
which a null hypothesis is tested using inferential statistics” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 170). 
The complete sample was N = 137. To ensure confidentiality and anonymity, there was 
no link between the data supplied and participants’ identities. Out of 137 total teachers in 
the sample, 31 participants agreed to the Statement of Consent and 2 did not agree. Of the 
31 participants who agreed, 24 completed the survey, yielding a 17.5% response rate. 
This is a low rate of response according to literature on survey research and thus caution 
is necessary when making generalizations from the data (Gall et al., 2007; Fink, 2003; 
Dillman et al., 2009). My analysis in Chapter 5 is conducted in such a way as to not make 
generalizations, but rather to discuss emergent themes from the survey when placed in a 
greater context with the qualitative data I collected. 
Establishing Initial Parameters 
I piloted the data collection instrument with a small convenience sample (N = 6) 
of band directors near where I lived for easy access. I interviewed pilot participants to 
determine their thoughts and opinions on the readability and usability of the 
questionnaire, and based upon feedback I received, I clarified several definitions and 
wording in several survey questions and created more opportunities for free response. 
Pilot participants also suggested I add a question that asked, “If you could speak to a 
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class of seniors in college about to enter the profession as band directors, what would you 
tell them about choosing repertoire?” High school band directors who participated in the 
pilot study were not eligible to be randomly sampled when the survey was administered 
(Gall et al., 2007). 
Pre-Contact, Cover Letter, Survey Administration, and Follow-Up 
The research methods literature is replete with suggestions for pre-contacting and 
following up with the participants or potential participants (Fink, 2003; Gall et al., 2007; 
Dillman et al., 2009). Following these recommendations, I first sent a pre-contact email 
to band directors selected in the sample (see Appendix B). Next, I sent the formal 
invitation, also via email (see Appendix C). The formal invitation contained the link to 
the online survey. I sent follow-up communication to the sample as a reminder to 
participate (see Appendix D). At all stages of the recruitment and contact process, I gave 
participants the option to indicate if they wished not to participate and that in such case 
they would receive no further communication. No sampled individual indicated as much. 
The online survey was administered using Boston University’s Qualtrics survey 
administration software subscription between May 4 and June 10, 2016. I specifically 
chose the end of the school year because concerts were likely to be done (so as not to 
unduly stress participants) and to allow participants to “look back” on their year and what 
they experienced while choosing repertoire.   
Data Collection Instrument  
I designed the instrument, because no standardized data collection instrument 
existed at the time of data collection (all descriptive studies in the literature to use 
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surveys used researcher-designed instruments), though instruments used in prior literature 
did inform the instrument used in the present study. Questions surrounding the 
sociocultural make-up of the students in the program and questions regarding whether or 
not student compositions or arrangements are programmed are unique to this study so as 
to fill gaps in the literature. Because I expected the target population to be unfamiliar 
with the Bourdieusian habitus concept and the attendant terms and vocabulary, I did not 
use these terms in the instrument; I made inferences and assigned labels accordingly 
when discussing the results of the data analysis. There, I reconnected the data to the 
conceptual framework, but I was careful not to make presumptions. More sensitive 
questions were near, but not at, the end of the questionnaire (Dillman et al. 2009). All 
scales employed were from the literature or employ design techniques from the research 
methods literature (Gall et al. 2007; Fink, 2003; Dillman et al. 2009). 
The aim of the survey was three-fold. First, I wanted to determine if participants 
held the same opinions and aptitudes about repertoire as demonstrated in the literature 
(Ostling, 1978; Gilbert, 1993; Gaines, 1996; Budiansky & Foley, 2005; Towner, 2011). 
Second, I wanted to determine if there was any hint of tension in participants’ repertoire 
selection processes. Finally, I wanted to see if there would be any commonality in what 
participants experienced in their repertoire selection process between the survey 
responses and interviews as a way to triangulate the data collected in the interview 
portion of the study. The outline of the instrument can be found in Appendix E. 
For all survey items, I report results, including measures of central tendency, in 
Chapter 4. I tabulated all results with Qualtrics survey administration software. The 
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implications of these and their consistency with the literature is discussed in Chapter 5. 
Because of the research design, the survey results were meant to inform the interviews 
and the analysis is conducted accordingly. For free response sections, the data were 
subject to similar kinds of analysis that the qualitative interview data were (discussed 
below). There is some precedence for use and analysis of qualitative data taken in a 
quantitative context in the literature (Carney, 2005). Fink (2002) and Dillman et al. 
(2009) advocated for the use of open-ended questions in a questionnaire in order to allow 
the participant to more feely express themselves and to step outside any constraints the 
researcher may have intentionally or unintentionally created in the design of the data 
collection instrument. 
Interview Overview and Sampling 
In order to delve more deeply into the phenomenology of these issues, interviews 
were the primary mode of data collection for the second, qualitative part of this study. 
Seidman (1998) offered that, “interviewing provides access to people’s behavior and 
thereby provides a way for researchers to understand that behavior” (p. 4). Seidman’s 
approach calls for open-ended questions that allow for the researcher and the participant 
to build on thoughts and ideas.  
 The sampling method for this aspect of data collection was stratified purposeful 
sampling (Seidman, 1998; Gall et al., 2007). This method “includes several cases at 
defined points of variation,” and allows the researcher “to develop insights into the 
variations that exist across types” (Gall, et al., 2007, p. 182). The sampled school districts 
were within one day’s drive of my home so that travel and logistics would not be an 
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impediment. I contacted five potential participants; four agreed to participate and one did 
not, citing time concerns. I took care to select a group of participants that represented 
much of the potential diversity in school district size, socioeconomic level, and 
environments in which they were teaching. The defined point of variation I used to 
identify participants was a school district’s socioeconomic level as defined in New York 
State. The New York State Education Department analyzes the number of students in the 
free-and-reduced-price lunch program in contrast with rate of school district wealth per 
pupil to arrive at a need classification (p12.nysed.gov). The classification can be high 
need, average need, or low need, and then districts are further classified as urban, 
suburban, or rural, using population densities to arrive at a label. Of the four participants, 
one was a high school band director in a high need large urban school district, one was a 
high school band director in a high need suburban school district, one was a band director 
in an average need rural school district, and one was a band director in a low-need 
suburban school district.  
The interviews were what Glesne (2011) termed “semistructured interviews,” 
where the questions are pre-determined in advance but others may emerge during data 
collection that are added to or replace the original questions (p. 102). My original 
intention was to speak with each participant multiple times, but after some preliminary 
conversations, they indicated to me that one longer interview was preferable. Each 
interview lasted between 90 and 120 minutes. Seidman (1998) suggested that a single 
interview is not ideal for rich data collection, but did offer, “there are no absolutes in the 
world of interviewing” (p. 15). The interviews all took place in locations chosen by the 
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participants. Seidman suggested that, “the place of the interview should be convenient to 
the participant, private, yet if at all possible familiar to him or her” (p. 42). Three 
participants asked me to come to their offices, and one asked me to come to their home. 
Table 1 is an overview of the participants in the interview part of the study and basic 
demographic information about them. 
 
Table 1: Interview Participant Overview 
 
Namea  Gender Total Years in the Profession 
Years in Current 
Position 
Socioeconomic Level 
of School Districtb 
Jack Male 23 11 High Need, Urban/Suburban 
Daniel Male 6 5 High Need, Urban (Large City) 
Samantha Female 27 24 Low Need, Urban/Suburban 
Elizabeth Female 13 4 Average Need, Rural 
aNames are pseudonyms. 
bThese classifications are from the New York State Department of Education for each 
school district (p12.nysed.gov); districts are not listed to protect participant anonymity. 
 
Table 2 displays information about the participant’s band program and the date of our 
interview, and includes the number of students in the school building and number of 
students in the band program.  
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Table 2: Participants’ Band Programs and Interview Date 
 
Name 
Total 
Enrollment 
in Buildinga 
Total 
Enrollment in 
Band Programa 
Number of Ensembles 
Directed 
Interview 
Date 
Jack 525 60 2 (1 concert band, 1 jazz ensemble) 6/20/2016 
Daniel 1,800 40 4 (1 concert band, 2 jazz ensembles, 1 parade band) 6/21/2016 
Samantha 1600 130 2 (1 concert band, 1 parade band) 6/21/2016 
Elizabeth 300 45 3 (1 concert band, 1 jazz band, 1 marching band) 7/6/2016 
aParticipants estimated these figures.  
 
The aims of the interview were to allow participants to talk about their repertoire 
selection process, specifically detailing their thoughts and experiences. As they would 
describe their process, I was looking out for them to mention anything that could refer to 
feelings of tension. If they did, I probed more deeply. The semi-structured nature of the 
interviews allowed me to follow any divergent paths or emerging ideas resulting from the 
dialogue. I wanted the participants not only to share the details of their repertoire 
selection process, I also wanted to give them a chance to share their values about it and 
where the values came from; this would allow me to determine where and perhaps how 
the structures of the habitus were built. Further, I wanted to investigate how participants 
evaluated repertoire before choosing it to see how their experiences compared with the 
literature (Gaines, 1996; Carney, 2001; Jones, 2005). 
Pilot and Instrument 
 Interview questions were researcher-designed, using guidelines from the 
qualitative research literature (Seidman, 1998; Fontana & Frey, 2005; Gall, et al., 2007; 
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Glesne, 2011). They were piloted using a convenience sample of participants close to my 
place of residence in order to help refine the questions to ensure they were productive and 
constructive. The actual sample used for data collection was carefully chosen to 
maximize variation and diversity of school district size and socioeconomic level as well 
as the environments in which participants were teaching, as described above. Scripted 
questions are found in Appendix I. These questions were meant to begin the 
conversation. The participants guided the direction of the interviews and were allowed to 
express different ideas if they were so inclined.  
Pre-contact 
 I first contacted high school band directors selected to participate in the 
qualitative aspect of the data collection with an email (see Appendix B) and I 
subsequently contacted them by phone to schedule the interaction(s) and determine if 
their particular school district’s policies require me to contact their building or district 
administration (none did). The interactions took place at a location of the participant’s 
choosing, in order to minimize any potential for eavesdropping or participant discomfort, 
to reduce the possibility of violating any school district policies, and to make the 
participant feel the most comfortable and at-ease.  
Meet the Participants 
 The four interviewees were high school band directors in various parts of New 
York. They represented urban, suburban, and rural areas of the state; I chose this kind of 
representation intentionally. As with the survey, I chose the end of the year to allow for a 
“look back” on participants’ experiences, and preliminary feedback indicated that after 
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concerts were done was the best time for such an encounter. Three interviews occurred 
during June 2016 and one occurred in July 2016. What follows is a general introduction 
and overview to the participants. Interview transcripts are available in the appendices, 
and detailed analysis of the interview content is in Chapter 5. All names are pseudonyms. 
The first participant I interviewed was Jack. Jack was a veteran teacher in the later 
stage of his career. He taught band at the secondary level for over 20 years and moved 
from his school district’s middle school to its high school. He had been in his current 
position for 11 years at the time of our meeting. Jack’s district was a hybrid of urban and 
suburban students and is classified as a district of high need; it was a community in 
transition as the city it is near expanded its urban boundaries outward and immigrants, 
mostly from Eastern Europe, moved into the district. Jack was an active performer on his 
instrument (not listed to protect anonymity) and active in professional circles. We met in 
his office.  
 Next, I spoke with Daniel. Daniel was a younger teacher in his sixth year of 
teaching. He taught in an urban high school that has seen tremendous change over the 
decades, changing from a predominantly working-class, white population to a mixed-race 
one. There were several high schools in this high need school district, and Daniel’s was 
the one that had the highest enrollment in the band program. Daniel was a passionate 
music educator and exuded a very excited and positive energy around his program, even 
when he discussed its challenges. Daniel has worked hard to position his program as a 
community asset and has been successful in growing the band program in his district 
even as population and enrollment were declining in the area. We met in his office. 
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The third participant I interviewed was Samantha, a high school band director 
well established in her program in a suburban school district of low need. Samantha had 
taught for 27 years, and actively attended conferences and other professional 
development opportunities across the country. She also was an active performer on her 
instrument (not listed to protect anonymity). The student population in Samantha’s school 
was a mix of white, Asian, and Indian students, but like Jack’s school district, a nearby 
urban area was expanding into the town. We met in her office.  
The final participant was Elizabeth, a band director in a small, rural school district 
of average need. Elizabeth was in the second decade of her career. Like Jack, she was a 
band director in her district’s middle school for a number of years and recently became 
the high school’s full-time director. Elizabeth “wore many hats” at her school; she was 
involved with theater productions and directed the school’s competitive marching band. 
Like Daniel, Elizabeth saw growth in most aspects of the program in the face of steady or 
declining enrollment over the years. Elizabeth seemed eager to discuss her thoughts on 
the issues of repertoire selection but at times seemed convinced she was not providing me 
with “good” data; I tried to reassure her that all data in this kind of investigation is 
“good.” We met in her home at her request.  
Overall Data Collection Timeline 
 Table 3, below, is a representation of the entire data collection sequence across 
both parts of the study.  
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Table 3: Data Collection Timeline for the Entire Study 
 
Date Event 
April 4, 2016 Survey instrument is piloted 
April 27, 2016 Pre-contact email sent to survey sample 
May 4, 2016 Invitation email sent to survey sample; online survey administration 
begins 
May 23, 2016 Follow-up/reminder email sent to survey sample. 
June 10, 2016 Online survey administration ends 
June 12, 2016 Interview questions are piloted 
June 20, 2016 Interview 1: Jack 
June 21, 2016 Interview 2: Daniel; Interview 3: Samantha 
July 6, 2016 Interview 4: Elizabeth 
 
Triangulation and Member Checking 
In the present study, I conducted interviews just after, but effectively at the same 
time as an online survey. I used the results from the survey to inform the analysis of 
interview data when appropriate, and as a form of triangulation. Denzin and Lincoln 
(2005) argued that qualitative research is “inherently multimethod in focus,” and that 
“triangulation reflects an attempt to secure an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon 
in question . . . Triangulation is not a tool or strategy of validation, but an alternative to 
validation” (p. 5). The survey and interviews I conducted served to triangulate the 
experiences of the participants in the study.  
 In addition to the triangulation measures built into a multimethod design as 
described above, all interview participants were provided with the transcripts of their 
interviews as a member-check according to best practices outlined research methods 
literature (Gall et al., 2007; Glesne, 2011; Seidman, 1998). I asked participants to make 
any corrections or clarifications to the transcripts as well as express any further ideas if 
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they wished, including scheduling another interview to elaborate on anything we 
discussed. Three reported no issues, and Samantha made some small corrections and 
clarifications to the transcript. 
Analysis 
 For the interview and survey free response data, I used thematic analysis. In 
thematic analysis, researchers review transcripts in search of themes and patterns. These 
are coded, and then the researcher examines what might be the underlying causes and 
implications of each coded phenomenon. I began the coding process with what Creswell 
(2007) referred to as open coding, a process wherein the researcher begins labeling data 
as the first level of inference. It is then possible to look for similarities and differences 
and across cases and perhaps identify and examine the deeper issues revealed in the 
analysis (Glesne, 2011, pp. 187-188).  
Creswell (2007) termed this practice “horizontalization,” where the researcher 
identifies key statements for how a participant experienced a phenomenon. These 
statements are then used to create a detailed picture of what the participants experienced. 
Creswell called these “structural descriptions,” which are then combined with the 
researcher adding their own experiences to lead to revealing the “essence” of a 
phenomenon (pp. 61-62). In Chapter 4, I identify the themes emergent from the data and 
contextualize them for more detail in light of my own experiences in Chapter 5. The 
interplay between the survey and interview data, as well as the interplay between my own 
experiences and that of the participants were illustrative of the hermeneutic circle at work 
in my analysis. According to Gadamer, the researcher and their experiences are an 
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integral part of the hermeneutic process:  
To be open to other people’s opinions . . . implies right off that [participants] are 
situated in my system of opinions, or better, that [researchers] situate 
[themselves] in relation to them . . . when we listen to someone or read a text we 
discriminate, from our own standpoint, what we consider possible (p. 132, italics 
in original)   
 
The aim of this method of analysis was to arrive at the essence of the phenomenon I 
studied: the experience of tension in a band director’s repertoire selection process. All 
coding and qualitative analysis was conducted using QSR International’s NVivo software 
program.  
Research Ethics: Informed Consent, Anonymity and Confidentiality 
 While conducting this study, I followed the practices suggested in the research 
methods literature (Gall, et al. 2007; Glesne, 2011; Seidman; 1998) as well as the Boston 
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines for an exempt study. I provided 
all participants with informed consent documents and informed them of their rights as 
participants in a research study, including the ability to withdraw at any time according to 
IRB guidelines (see Appendices F and J).   
I took several steps to preserve anonymity and confidentiality. For the online 
survey, there was no way to connect a response with a participant’s identity. For the 
interviews, I took several precautions to protect the identity of the participants. First, I 
recorded the interviews on my personal iPhone that was password and fingerprint 
protected as well as my personal laptop (also password protected) for redundancy; no 
cloud storage was used. Second, I transcribed all interviews in private, using the Amazing 
Slow Downer software program. Third, I assigned each participant a pseudonym using 
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the website www.randomnames.com, selecting names until I found very common ones 
matching the gender identification of the participants. I did not create a pseudonym key 
or any record connecting real names to pseudonyms. Finally, while transcribing, I 
redacted any part of the conversation that could reveal a participant’s identity, e.g., 
people’s names, school names, references to specific events, etc. Upon completion of the 
member check, I deleted/destroyed all recordings. At the conclusion of data collection 
and processing, there was no extant document or object that could connect any participant 
to their identity.   
Delimitations 
The study was delimited to New York State because the literature relies heavily 
on state-based research (Florida, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Missouri are examples) into 
these matters and no state-based study has been conducted there. The NYSSMA 
repertoire manual is officially used in 15 states, and a copy of the manual has been 
shipped to 32 different states (K. Struzik, personal communication, January, 22, 2017); 
therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the decisions made when assembling the manual 
can impact other states.2 The manual was a source of information about repertoire 
included in the survey. Lastly, no random sample research in the areas of habitus 
constructs in music education or repertoire selection criteria has been conducted there; 
this type of research can potentially be replicated by future researchers to inform future 
studies into the phenomenological and sociological issues at play in the repertoire 
                                               
2 Kathryn Struzik is the Manual Chairperson for NYSSMA; I contacted her for information on how 
widely used the manual is. We corresponded via email. 
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selection process. The study was delimited to high school band directors (grades 9-12) 
because they have more flexibility in repertoire selection given that their students are less 
likely to be beginners and thus are not as subject to technical limitations. 
About the Researcher 
In both transcendental and hermeneutic phenomenology, the experience of the 
researcher is an important aspect of the process, albeit for different purposes. Husserl’s 
(1913/1983) transcendental phenomenology calls for bracketing, or epoche, which is 
intended to set aside the researcher’s experience as much as possible to allow for a fresh 
look at a phenomenon (Creswell, 2007; Laverty, 2003; van Manen 1990; Moustakas, 
1994). In hermeneutic phenomenology, the researcher keeps his experiences in mind as 
part of the reflexive and interpretive impetus behind investigating phenomena 
(Heidegger, 1962; van Manen, 2014; Vagle, 2014). Though my phenomenological 
approach was a hermeneutic one, I found the bracketing process useful as a starting point 
for my reflections. Further, as I was conceiving of this project, I became acquainted with 
Bourdieu’s habitus concept, and it helped clarify and illuminate the details and nuance of 
my own experience of the tension phenomenon, and I carried it into all parts of the study.  
As the study progressed, the reflective process was essential in bringing to light 
the role my own habitus played in my experiencing the tension phenomenon and I began 
to believe that my experience and how it related to that of the participants was an 
essential aspect of the phenomenology of the study. I recognized that, due to my own 
habitus and how prominently it figured in my experiences, Gadamer’s approach allowed 
for a more personal connection to the work: 
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In reading a text, in wishing to understand it, what we always expect is that it will 
inform us of something. A consciousness formed by the authentic hermeneutical 
attitude will be receptive to the origins and entirely foreign features of that which 
comes to it from outside its own horizons. Yet this receptivity is not acquired with 
an objectivist “neutrality”: It is neither possible, necessary, nor desirable that we 
put ourselves within brackets. The hermeneutical attitude supposes only that we 
self-consciously designate our opinions and prejudices and qualify them as such, 
and in so doing strip them of their extreme character. In keeping to this attitude 
we grant the text the opportunity to appear as an authentically different being and 
to manifest its own truth, over and against our own preconceived notions. (1979, 
p. 132) 
 
In an effort to observe the conventions of hermeneutic phenomenological research and 
acknowledge the role the hermeneutic cycle played in this study, I brought in my own 
perspective. I did not bring in my own perspective as an attempt at neutrality (as 
Gadamer argued against), but in an attempt to designate and qualify my opinions and 
experiences. Doing so hopefully has allowed me to appreciate and perceive participants’ 
experiences in concert with my own with a “hermeneutic attitude,” and provided 
something to set participants’ experiences over and against.  
I am member and practitioner in two of the main areas (fields) of interest in this 
study: I am a band director music educator and work with ensembles at all levels, and I 
am in my 13th year as a professor in a school of music where my primary responsibilities 
are the conducting of ensembles and educating preservice teachers hoping to become 
band directors themselves. Prior to this role, I was a teacher in the public schools in two 
different states in urban and rural settings. In both situations, I experienced tension in my 
repertoire selection process. Because of my training, I felt drawn to the canonical model 
and the “core” repertoire therein, but I often felt doubt that the students in front of me 
would be best served by performing that repertoire. I would consult with colleagues and 
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administrators about this and was encouraged to use the repertoire lists of state music 
organizations as well as information from publishers to evaluate and choose the repertoire 
my students would perform. After doing so, I arrived at choices I thought were good, all 
the while feeling a lingering sense of doubt and insecurity about my choices, especially 
when I chose music that I thought would not be perceived as serious or valuable 
according to prominent voices in the profession. Preparing for each concert cycle would 
bring these feelings out in me again.  
Now, as a teacher educator, I still think about my experience of the tension I felt 
those years ago and wonder if I—either through my own repertoire choices in collegiate 
ensembles or the way I speak about repertoire in rehearsal or in methods courses—am 
communicating values that will lead to tension for my students when they enter the 
profession. This is the core issue I wished to investigate in this study. To do so it was 
essential to determine if others experience(d) this phenomenon like I did, or, if it was 
unique to me. It is possible that my role as a conductor of higher-level ensembles colors 
my thoughts on this issue now. As I discuss in Chapter 5, there are many variations in 
teachers’ professional contextual realities, and all of these are real to the individual 
inhabiting and working in them. It is with these issues in mind: the tension I experienced 
and the highly variable nature of teaching band in the public schools, that I undertook the 
present study. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
Survey 
The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of practicing music 
educators in the band area of music education and determine if there was a tension 
between commonly held beliefs surrounding the selection and use of repertoire in band 
programs (habitus) and individual teachers’ professional contextual realities. I 
administered an online survey to 137 teachers in New York State. Respondents supplied 
demographic information about themselves, their district, and their students. Taken 
together, this information described participants’ professional contextual realities. 
Participants then answered questions about their experiences and opinions surrounding 
their repertoire selection process and experience and indicated their agreement or 
disagreement with established notions of repertoire evaluation and quality that are part of 
the habitus present around repertoire selection. Participants were also able to provide 
open-ended responses to some questions, these are discussed in Chapter 5 and available 
in full in Appendix H.  
Demographics and Characteristics of Professional Contextual Realities 
 I collected demographic information from the respondents that included years of 
teaching experience, school district size, band program size, highest level of education, 
racial breakdown of students in the program, type of area (urban, suburban, rural), 
income level of district, and the number of pieces programmed. Table 4 displays 
respondents’ range of years of experience as a band director (beginning, 1-9 years; 
middle, 10-19 years; late, 20-29 years; very late, 30+ years). The fewest respondents 
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were in the beginning of their careers, and the most had been teaching for 20 years or 
more.  
 
Table 4: Level of Respondents’ Reported Teaching Experience 
 
Range (in years) Percentage n 
1-9 12.50% 3 
10-19 25.00% 6 
20-29 33.33% 8 
30+ 29.17% 7 
Total 100% 24 
  
I asked participants to describe the size of their school district. Table 5 shows the K-12 
population ranges of school districts: up to 1499 is a very small district, 1500-2999 is a 
small district, 3000-4499 is a medium district, 4500-5999 is a large school district, and 
6000+ is a very large school district. Smaller school districts (less than 1,499 students) 
were the most heavily represented and very large schools were the least represented.  
 
Table 5: Respondents’ Reported School District Size 
 
Size Range (in students) Percentage n 
0-1499 45.83% 11 
1500-2999 16.67% 4 
3000-4499 20.83% 5 
4500-5999 12.50% 3 
6000+ 4.17% 1 
Total 100% 24 
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 Smaller band programs were more heavily represented in the responses. Table 6 
indicates how many students are involved in a band program district wide. Programs with 
up to 199 students are considered small band programs, 200-399 students delineates a 
medium band program, 400-599 students is a large program, and over 600 represents a 
very large program. Small band programs were the most heavily represented in the 
responses and very large programs were the least represented.  
 
Table 6: Respondents’ Reported Band Program Size 
 
Size Range (in students) Percentage n 
0-199 37.50% 9 
200-399 33.33% 8 
400-599 16.67% 4 
600+ 12.50% 3 
Total 100% 24 
 
 In New York State, a master’s degree is required within five years of beginning a 
teaching career to maintain certification (highered.nysed.gov, n.d.). Therefore, it is not 
surprising that none of the respondents’ reported highest level of education is a 
bachelor’s degree. Table 7 shows that all respondents had earned at least a master’s 
degree; one respondent had a doctorate. 
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Table 7: Respondents’ Reported Highest Level of Education 
 
Degree Percentage n 
Bachelor's 0.00% 0 
Master's 95.83% 23 
Doctorate 4.17% 1 
Total 100% 24 
 
 The racial make-up of students in a band program are an important aspect of 
teachers’ professional contextual reality. Table 8 shows the mean percentages of U.S. 
Census Bureau defined racial categories across all respondents in the study. Caucasian 
students were reported to be the most heavily represented racial group, followed by 
Latino. It is important to note that participants supplied their estimation of the racial 
make-up of the students in the band(s) for which they are responsible. 
 
Table 8: Mean Reported Racial Percentage Breakdown Across All Responses 
 
Racial Category  Mean % SD n 
Caucasian 77.50 33.55 24 
African-American 7.66 16.03 24 
Latino 8.13 15.46 24 
Asian 1.43 2.61 24 
American Indian or Alaska Native 1.18 3.98 24 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.00 0.00 24 
Other 0.39 1.18 24 
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 Another important aspect of an individual teacher’s professional contextual reality 
is whether their school district is in an urban, suburban, or rural area. I asked respondents 
to classify the type of area in which they teach. Table 9 displays that suburban and rural 
school districts were the most highly reported types of school districts respectively, and 
only 1 respondent reported that they teach in an urban school district.  
 
Table 9: Respondents’ Reported School District Type 
 
Type of School District Percentage n 
Urban 4.17% 1 
Suburban 50.00% 12 
Rural 45.83% 11 
Total 100% 24 
 
 In addition to racial makeup and urban/suburban/rural designation, the 
socioeconomic level of a school district is another important part of a teacher’s individual 
professional contextual reality. Table 10 shows that most respondents taught in either a 
low income or a mixed socioeconomic level school district. Where respondents reported 
a mix of socioeconomic levels, low income was reported the most frequently and 
represented the heaviest proportion of a mix. See Appendix H for the data.  
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Table 10: Respondents’ Reported School District Socioeconomic Level 
 
Socioeconomic Level Percentage n 
Low Income 37.50% 9 
Average Income 20.83% 5 
High Income 12.50% 3 
A mix of these 29.17% 7 
Total 100% 24 
Note. “A mix of these” was reported as free-response data. 
 
 Respondents also reported the total number of bands they conduct and for which 
they are responsible for repertoire selection (M = 1.46; SD = 0.66 n; = 24) and the 
approximate number of pieces they program in a typical performance (M = 4.14; SD = 
0.76; n = 24). Table 11 shows that approximately four pieces per ensemble per 
performance was the average, meaning that participants engaged in the repertoire 
evaluation and selection process multiple times per year.  
 
Table 11: Mean Number of Bands and Pieces Programmed Per Ensemble 
(continues onto next page) 
 Mean SD n 
Number of Bands 1.46 0.66 24 
Number of Pieces Programmed 4.14 0.76 24 
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The Criteria Involved in Repertoire Selection and Evaluation 
 Using Likert-type scales, I asked respondents to indicate how important certain 
criteria are when evaluating and selecting repertoire. Of the 13 listed criteria, three of the 
four top rated criteria had to do with pragmatic aspects relating to a teacher’s individual 
professional contextual reality (instrumentation, difficulty, and potential for teaching 
opportunities). Perceived artistic value is the fourth criterion; it is a purely a judgment 
made by the band director, ostensibly informed by values learned throughout the sum of 
their band experiences as a student, preservice teacher, and practicing educator. Table 12 
displays the ratings of criteria taken from the literature in the area of research surrounding 
repertoire selection and evaluation. Respondents were able to supply any criteria not 
provided in the questionnaire as free-response data. These will be discussed in Chapter 5 
and can be found in Appendix H.  
 
Table 12: Respondents’ Ratings of Criteria Importance 
(continues onto next page) 
Criterion Mean SD n 
Instrumentation 3.71 0.45 24 
Difficulty 3.71 0.45 24 
Perceived Artistic Value 3.46 0.50 24 
Potential for Teaching Opportunities 3.50 0.58 24 
Cost 2.13 1.05 24 
Tempo/Tempi 2.21 0.82 24 
Key(s) 2.63 0.81 24 
Meters Used 2.71 0.79 24 
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Criterion Mean SD n 
Rhythmic Complexity 3.00 0.50 24 
Student Appeal 2.92 0.64 24 
Community/Audience Appeal 2.58 0.70 24 
Composer 2.63 0.81 24 
Arranger (when applicable) 2.21 0.82 24 
Note. Respondents rated each criterion using a Likert-type scale: 1 = Not Important At 
All; 2= Somewhat Unimportant; 3 = Somewhat Important; 4 = Very Important. 
 
 
The “Serious Artistic Merit” Concept of Quality 
 Ostling’s (1978) “serious artistic merit” paradigm is prevalent in the literature and 
its frequent application as a determinant of quality was explored in Chapter 2. In the 
survey portion of this study, I asked participants if they agreed with the assertions in the 
model; for the most part, respondents did agree. Table 13 shows that most respondents at 
least somewhat agreed with the aspects of the serious artistic merit model. 
Unpredictability in composition and ingenuity in development were rated below the 
threshold indicating somewhat agreement.  
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Table 13: Respondents’ Level of Agreement with the Serious Artistic Merit Model 
 
Assertiona Mean SD nb 
The composition has form—not “form;” but form—and 
reflects proper balance between repetition and contrast 3.09 0.79 22 
The composition reflects shape and design, and creates the 
impression of conscious choice and judicious arrangement 
on the part of the composer 
3.23 0.52 22 
The composition reflects craftsmanship in orchestration, 
demonstrating a proper balance between transparent and 
tutti scoring, and also between solo groups and colors 
3.32 0.70 22 
The composition is sufficiently unpredictable to preclude an 
immediate grasp of its musical meaning 2.50 0.89 22 
The route through which the composition travels in 
initiating its musical tendencies and probable musical goals 
is not completely direct and obvious 
2.59 0.83 22 
The composition is consistent in its quality throughout its 
length and in its various sections 3.82 0.39 22 
The composition is consistent in its style, reflecting a 
complete grasp of technical details, clearly conceived ideas, 
and avoids lapses into trivial, futile or unsuitable passages 
3.36 0.64 22 
The composition reflects ingenuity in its development, 
given the stylistic context in which it exists 2.82 0.57 22 
The composition is genuine in idiom and not pretentious 3.05 0.56 22 
The composition reflects a musical validity which 
transcends factors of historical importance, or factors of 
pedagogical usefulness 
2.91 0.60 22 
Note. Respondents rated each assertion using a Likert-type scale: 1 = I strongly disagree 
this aspect is a measure of musical quality; 2 = I somewhat disagree that this aspect is a 
measure of musical quality; 3 = I somewhat that this aspect is a measure of musical 
quality; 4 = I strongly agree that this aspect is a measure of musical quality. 
aThese statements are from Ostling’s (1978) study and appear in subsequent replications. 
bNot every respondent answered this question. 
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Sources of Information About Repertoire 
 Using Likert-type scales, I asked respondents to rate how important various 
sources of information about repertoire are in their repertoire selection and evaluation 
process. Table 14 indicates which sources were viewed as the most and least important. 
Other educators’ recommendations, and music vendors’ and publishers’ websites were 
reported as being most important, and printed catalogs were rated as least important. 
Respondents were able to indicate any source they used that was not listed; these will be 
discussed in Chapter 5 and can be found in Appendix H. 
 
Table 14: Respondents’ Ratings of Importance for Sources of Information About 
Repertoire 
 
Source Mean SD na 
Conducting/Band Director Methods Textbooks 2.68 0.87 22 
Conferences/Conventions 3.09 0.73 22 
Other Educators' Recommendations 3.64 0.48 22 
Promotional Recordings 2.45 0.89 22 
Articles in Trade Journals (e.g. The Instrumentalist, Teaching 
Music, etc.) 2.59 0.83 22 
Printed Catalogs 1.90 0.81 21 
Music Vendors'/Publishers' Websites 3.05 0.77 22 
NYSSMA Manual 3.00 0.67 22 
Note. Respondents rated the importance of each source using a Likert-type scale: 1 = Not 
Important at All; 2 = Somewhat Unimportant; 3 = Somewhat Important; 4 = Very 
Important. 
aNot every respondent answered this question.  
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 Related to the importance placed upon various sources of information about 
repertoire was the level of satisfaction respondents feel with various sources of repertoire. 
Respondents indicated that they were, overall, somewhat satisfied with the provided 
sources of information about repertoire. Promotional recordings scored the lowest level 
of satisfaction and other educators’ recommendations scored the highest. The rankings of 
satisfaction can be found in Table 15. 
 
Table 15: Respondents’ Level of Satisfaction with Various Sources of Information About 
Repertoire 
 
Source Mean SD na 
NYSSMA Manual 2.95 0.79 21 
Music Vendors'/Publishers' Websites 3.05 0.72 21 
Printed Catalogs 2.30 0.84 20 
Articles in Trade Journals (e.g. The Instrumentalist, Teaching 
Music, etc.) 2.90 0.61 21 
Promotional Recordings 2.67 0.78 21 
Other Educators' Recommendations 3.67 0.47 21 
Conferences/Conventions 3.19 0.66 21 
Conducting/Band Director Methods Textbooks 2.90 0.75 21 
Note. Respondents rated each source using a Likert-type scale: 1 = Very Dissatisfied; 2 = 
Somewhat Dissatisfied; 3 = Somewhat Satisfied; 4 = Very Satisfied. 
aNot every respondent answered this question. 
 
General Thoughts About the Repertoire Selection Process  
 Near the end of the survey, I asked participants some questions about their state of 
mind during the repertoire selection process; specifically, how stressful they found the 
  90 
process, how pleased they were with the available choices, the amount of freedom they 
felt they had, their level of preparation to undertake the selection process, how their 
choices were judged by students and colleagues, and whether the repertoire available to 
choose met students’ needs. This question was intended to expose possible points of 
tension in the repertoire selection process. I supplied respondents with feeling or value-
based statements about the repertoire selection process. Table 16 shows the level of 
agreement with some statements designed to expose any potential tension. In general, 
respondents reported that they felt they have freedom when choosing repertoire, and that 
their colleagues’ judgments of their choices were not that important to them.  
 
Table 16: Respondents’ General Feelings on the Repertoire Selection Process in an 
Agree/Disagree Framework 
 
Statement Mean SD na 
“I find the repertoire selection process stressful.” 2.29 1.16 21 
“I am pleased with the repertoire choices available to me.” 4.10 0.43 21 
I feel I have freedom when choosing repertoire.” 4.76 0.43 21 
“Upon entering the profession, I felt prepared to evaluate and 
choose repertoire.” 3.00 1.15 21 
My students' judgment of my repertoire choices is important to 
me.”; 3.48 1.05 21 
“Other band directors' judgments of my repertoire choices are 
important to me.” 2.52 1.14 21 
“The repertoire available to me to choose meets my students' needs 
as I understand them.” 4.00 1.11 21 
Note. Respondents rated their level of agreement with each statement using a Likert-type 
scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Somewhat Disagree; 3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree; 4 
= Somewhat Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree. 
aNot every respondent answered this question. 
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 Further, I gave respondents the opportunity to answer the question, “If you could 
speak to a class of seniors in college about to enter the profession as band directors, what 
would you tell them about choosing repertoire?” This question called for an open-ended 
response and will be discussed Chapter 5. Responses can be found in Appendix H. 
The Kind of Repertoire Band Directors Choose 
 Finally, I asked participants how often they program certain kinds of music, 
including music composed/arranged by students. Table 17 shows the responses to this 
question. The most-often programmed kind of music was music composed specifically 
for middle or high school bands, and music composed/arranged by the band director and 
their students was reported as the least often programmed. Respondents had the 
opportunity to add any type not provided as a free response and these are discussed in 
Chapter 5 and can be found in Appendix H. 
 
Table 17: Frequency of Choices of Various Kinds/Types of Music 
(continues onto next page) 
Kind/Type Mean SD na 
Western art-music 3.00 0.79 19 
Music composed specifically for middle or high school bands 3.30 0.64 20 
Popular music arranged by professional composers/arrangers 2.60 0.86 20 
Jazz 2.50 0.74 20 
Music for other types of ensembles transcribed for band by 
professional composers/arrangers 2.60 0.66 20 
World music  (includes arrangements or transcriptions) 2.25 0.43 20 
Music that reflects the culture/ethnic make-up of your students 2.55 0.67 20 
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Music composed by you 1.35 0.57 20 
Music arranged by you 1.70 0.64 20 
Music composed by your students 1.80 0.68 20 
Music arranged by your students 1.80 0.60 20 
Note. Respondents rated the frequency of programming using a Likert-type scale: 1 = 
Never; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Somewhat Frequently; 4 = Often. 
aNot every respondent answered this question. 
 
Interviews 
 After analyzing the interview data, several themes emerged from the statements 
made by participants. I identified what I believed to be significant statements from all 
participants and then categorized and coded them, grouping them according to the 
sentiments the participants were expressing. I then “stepped back” to look for and 
examine the common threads among them. These threads became the themes inherent in 
the participants’ experiencing the phenomenon of tension in their repertoire selection 
process. The themes and constituent categories of statements and experiences along with 
a brief explanation are shown in Table 18. In Chapter 5, I explain how each theme is 
woven into the overall picture of the tension phenomenon.  
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Table 18: Themes and Constituent Categories 
(continues onto next page) 
 
Theme Categories of 
Statements/Experiences 
(Number of Participants 
Expressing)  
Brief Explanation 
Core Beliefs - References to traditional 
programming practices (3)a 
- Reverence for canon (4)a 
- Influences of training (4)a 
- “Eat your vegetables” (4)  
Participants expressed sentiments that 
indicated they felt a draw toward the 
traditional/widely adopted views of 
repertoire as seen in the literature. 
Participants cited their preservice 
teacher training programs as a 
formative experience in developing 
their beliefs about repertoire. “Eat your 
vegetables” is a quote from an 
interview that emerged when 
discussing how repertoire can be used 
in a band program; that is, participants 
felt that students may need to perform 
certain repertoire even if they might 
not like it.  
Aspects of the 
Professional 
Contextual 
Reality are in 
Tension with 
the Habitus 
- Resource limitations (2)a 
- Perceived goal/aim of band 
program (4)a 
- Personnel availability (3) 
- Performance pressures (4) 
- Perceived student feelings 
factor into 
decisions/practices (4)a 
- Interdisciplinary concerns 
(1) 
- Difficulty adhering to 
canonical model (4) a 
- Demographic concerns (4)a 
These are the various sources of 
tension between what participants 
experienced in their work and the 
structures of the habitus. Some are 
functional, like financial resources and 
building schedules; others relate to 
what participants thought their 
programs are supposed to accomplish. 
Participants reported that it can be 
difficult to adhere to the canonical 
model for various reasons, including 
the makeup and wishes of their 
students.  
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Addressing the 
Tension 
- Publishing is an important 
resource (4)a 
- Reliance on professional 
organization (e.g., 
NYSSMA) (1)a 
- Embracing a new body of 
repertoire that is viewed as 
more suitable for their 
program (4)a 
- Collaboration with selected 
colleagues or peers (3)a 
Participants turned to various people 
and resources to address any tension 
they might experience. The music 
publishing industry featured 
prominently here, and the result is 
essentially another corpus of 
repertoire, but one made for school 
band programs. 
aThese ideas were also expressed by survey participants in free-responses. 
 Taken together, the survey and interview data demonstrate the complicated and 
multifaceted nature of the tension phenomenon. On the surface, there appears to be a 
tension between the habitus and participants’ professional contextual realities. I discuss 
the nuances and details of this finding in the ensuing chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
 The results I described in Chapter 4 provided the surface-level picture of the 
tension phenomenon, its causes, and the various factors at play in its manifestation. In the 
ensuing chapters, I complete the structural description and undertake the analytical and 
interpretive process necessary to arrive at the essence of the tension phenomenon. I 
organized this analysis into several structural areas based upon the emergent themes in 
the data. First is the notion that participants’ habitus is constructed from their experiences 
in college. Next, I place the structures of the habitus against the backdrop of the various 
fields participants occupy; this is where and how the tension emerges. Then, I will 
identify how participants address the tension, and how addressing the tension leads to 
new practices and values in an adapted habitus. In Chapter 6, I will draw conclusions, 
discuss implications for practice and further research and bring my own experiences into 
the picture one final time, completing a hermeneutic circle as suggested by 
phenomenological practitioners (Creswell, 2007; Gadamer, 1979; van Manen, 1990, 2014 
Moustakas, 1994). 
The Higher Education Band Habitus 
 In addressing the research question, “Is there a tension between the established 
norms (habitus) of repertoire used in public schools, and practicing band directors’ 
professional contextual realities, and if so, in what ways does this tension manifest itself,” 
it is necessary to examine it from two perspectives. The first perspective is broad, and it 
reveals where the structures in the habitus are built, and how they act as the main source 
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of the ensuing tension. Before participants entered the profession and their fields of 
current practice, they occupied the higher education band field. The higher education 
band field is where participants report they acquired the large-view approach or suite of 
beliefs surrounding repertoire selection. The prominence of the higher education band 
field is evident from participants in all modes of data collection in this study. Survey 
participants and interview participants made several references to their experiences in 
college as being central and formative to their values about repertoire selection.  
 As students receiving training in the higher education band field, participants 
were exposed to prevalent assumptions about band repertoire and its use within school 
band programs, as illustrated in earlier chapters. This suite of assumptions and beliefs 
form the doxa of repertoire selection. Bourdieu used the term doxa to refer to the taken-
for-granted, assumed truths, or presuppositions in a field (or profession, in this case) that 
are taken as gospel or undeniable/indisputable fact. These presuppositions then help form 
rules and structures (Bourdieu, 1977; 1984; 1990, p. 67). Doxa can also be 
conceptualized as, “a set of core values and discourses which a field articulates as its 
fundamental principles and which tend to be viewed as inherently true and necessary” 
(Burnard, Hofvander Trulsson, & Söderman, 2015, p. 231). The doxa around band 
repertoire permeate the experience of tension, specifically in the implementation of the 
canonical model commonly found in public school band programs.  
 The second perspective is internal to the participants in the study. From this 
perspective, I observed that participants’ own thoughts, beliefs, and values of repertoire 
selection include beliefs internalized from the doxa in the canonical model. These 
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thoughts, beliefs, and values acted as the “structuring structures” in the participants’ 
habitus. I found that the habitus does manifest itself in the participants’ field of current 
practice—the area I have been referring to as their professional contextual reality. As 
participants attempted to operationalize the structures of the habitus in their repertoire 
selection practices, the tension emerged.  
My experience with the participants in this study helped identify that the doxa of 
the higher education band field contributed heavily to the formation of the habitus. I will 
argue that the result is tension between the structures in the habitus—built mostly in the 
field that trains band directors, as I discuss below—and the participants’ actual lived 
experiences in their new field of current practice. Further, I will argue that upon 
encountering the tension, participants can and do change their beliefs, or, alter the 
structures in the habitus in an effort to be more compatible with their professional 
contextual realities/field of current practice.  
Building the Structures in the Habitus 
A reading of the interview transcripts and survey free response portions of the 
data shows participants making reference to how their experiences in college and college 
bands/wind ensembles (and the repertoire they experienced there) are different than the 
experiences (and repertoire) they have as teachers in K-12 settings. As I demonstrate 
below, they perceived their experiences in this field of action to be in tension with the 
values of the overall habitus. Participants indicated the values in the habitus come from 
higher education and music teacher preparation programs.  
Participants often referred to their K-12 settings as the “real world.” To them, the 
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term “real world” ostensibly applied to the field they occupied in their professional 
contextual reality as K-12 educators. Participants employed the “real world” rhetorical 
device because that is what they experienced each day when they went to work. Indeed, 
every band director likely has their own conception of the “real world” according to their 
own experiences throughout their development in the band field. In any case, according 
to participants in the present study, band directors may not be prepared to enter the 
profession and need the awareness, skills, flexibility, and capacity to proactively engage 
with their fields of practice. If band directors do not have the wherewithal to engage with 
their fields of practice in a way that acknowledges the contrast with the overall habitus, 
then tension is the result. In some ways, the dichotomy between ensemble experiences in 
higher education/teacher preparation programs and what band directors encounter in their 
fields of practice should not be surprising. Reaching this conclusion while encountering 
many mentions of participants’ experiences in teacher preparation programs led me to 
examine what it is about these preservice experiences that becomes part of a professional 
habitus and the cause of the tension.  
Several participants indicated that they learned and still carry in opinions about 
repertoire from their time in college. Daniel offered: 
I really feel like it was instilled in us, especially during undergrad when you're 
going to methods classes and wind ensemble every single day, and you have those 
really opinionated professors who kind of force feed you what the canon is of 
your profession. That really sticks with you for a long time…I had one professor 
in undergrad who programmed Grainger for just about as often as she could, 
because in her opinion, that was just the pinnacle of concert band repertoire, and 
nothing's ever come close since then, other than Maslanka. That really stuck with 
me because in in my opinion, I haven't heard everything that Grainger's ever 
written, but if I were to hear something that I'd never heard before, and I was told 
it was Grainger, I would already have a positive opinion of it because a woman 
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that I held in such high esteem held him in such high esteem (Interview Transcript 
2). 
 
Daniel’s statements illustrate how values about repertoire can be transmitted and 
internalized when a band director is in training. Even though he used the term “force 
feed,” he did not frame this negatively; it was tongue-in-cheek. Daniel’s thoughts 
demonstrate how granular these values can be, working down to the level of specific 
composers. Also, his thought that what he learned “sticks with [him]” is indicative of the 
deep and persistent adoption of values about repertoire. His experience was not unique; 
Jack discussed where he learned how to choose repertoire: “I think it goes back to college 
and just playing with the college directors and enjoying those pieces . . . there's the big 
composers you know Grainger, Vaughan Williams, Smith, there's so many out there” 
(Interview Transcript 1). Daniel and Jack both illustrated how influential the collegiate 
ensemble experience can be. 
The mission of college bands/wind ensembles, especially those at the highest 
levels, is not (at least primarily) to prepare preservice public-school band directors for 
what they might find in their individual professional contextual realities; instead, their 
mission tends to be consistent with the traditional goals of an elite performance 
ensemble: artistry and artistic achievement as has been traditionally defined in Western 
culture. The literature describes the development of the wind ensemble paradigm as one 
born in conservatories and elite universities/schools of music around the nation in the mid 
twentieth century. Spearheaded by Frederick Fennell at the Eastman School of Music, the 
paradigm was conceived of as a way for wind groups to make the transition from 
spirit/entertainment groups to “serious” ensembles that played “serious” music in the 
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aesthetic tradition of orchestral music (Battisti, 2002; Bodiford, 2012; Cardany, 2006; 
Jones, 2008; Milburn, 1982).  
As the model spread to schools of music around the country, so did the emphasis 
on the creation of repertoire for such ensembles to play. Along with an explosion of 
commissions for wind ensembles in the latter part of the 20th century, there was a 
concomitant change in graduate education in the field; master’s and doctoral degrees in 
wind conducting were rapidly and widely adopted as part of the aestheticization of 
college band programs. Students in such programs would need ensembles to conduct and 
repertoire to study, causing a feedback loop that created more ensembles and 
commissioned more repertoire (Jones, 2008). Further, with a few exceptions—the Dallas 
Wind Symphony (Dallas, TX), the Keystone Winds (Indiana, PA), and North Shore 
Concert Band (Evanston, IL) are examples—there is not an expansive professional band 
“scene,” so colleges and universities are the de facto top level of the aesthetic wind music 
genre.  
The aesthetic values in these ensembles and programs make up the foundation of 
the Ostling/Gilbert/Towner (1978; 1993; 2011) paradigm of “serious artistic merit,” as 
well as the foundation for the canonical/pedagogical model that Mantie (2012) argued has 
become the dominant way of structuring the band area of music education. In 
Bourdieusian terms, these values are the doxa in the overall band field, and a preservice 
band director will encounter these doxa as they participate in contemporary college band 
programs that are informed by them. These doxa come to comprise some of the dominant 
structures in participants’ habitus. The result is a tension between the structures of the 
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habitus and the participant’s field of current practice.  
Based upon the data I collected for the present study, exposure to the higher 
education band field’s doxa informed a band director’s general thoughts and values 
regarding band repertoire. Unsurprisingly, these thoughts and values were largely formed 
in their ensemble experiences. Then, when participants entered their fields of current 
practice they were given an opportunity to operationalize them (or not). Most participants 
expressed and contextualized values and beliefs about repertoire from a conceptual, not 
situational, perspective: what is good, what repertoire is for, and why it is important. 
Consistent with prior studies, the survey respondents reported agreement with ideas 
regarding what makes repertoire high quality and of serious artistic merit. Survey 
respondents indicated they at least somewhat agree with six out of the 10 measures in the 
Ostling (1978) framework. Each of the participants I interviewed indicated tension when 
considering their field of current practice, but also—sometimes in the same line of 
thought—indicated that they believe in the values of the higher education band field: that 
there is a canon of works for band that are either objects to be revered or pieces that a 
band should aspire to perform. 
Daniel taught in an urban school district and painted a picture of a school and 
band program that had changed drastically (demographically and socioeconomically) 
over the decades before he began teaching there; Daniel framed these changes as a 
decline. The area in which his school is situated has seen a transition from being more 
stable and middle class to being home to a majority poor or working poor population. 
Daniel acknowledged the impact of this decades-long transition in his students, some of 
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whom could enroll in band for financial reasons, as well as a high degree of turnover as 
students move in and out of the community.  
Against this backdrop, Daniel spoke often of how difficult he finds choosing 
repertoire that is consistent with the professional habitus or is found in the canonical 
model. It was a prevalent theme of our discussion (see transcript in Appendix L). Daniel 
even had easy access to much of that kind of repertoire; at one point during our 
discussion he gestured to a wall of many filing cabinets in his own office, filled with 
music that he thought exemplified the values in the habitus. He felt he cannot use much 
of it. Even while acknowledging that he considered much of the music in those cabinets 
not useful to his band program, Daniel expressed his reverence for the core repertoire on 
many occasions in several different ways, including the idea that students “need” to play 
certain specific pieces in the canon. He argued this by saying, “Although there are some 
huge roadblocks, I do like to try to program as much as possible of what I consider to be 
the pillars of concert band repertoire . . . the pieces that really need to be played by 
students” (Interview Transcript 2), and, “It was important for me that the kids had that 
exposure to playing what’s considered one of the great pieces (Interview Transcript 2). 
Daniel’s choice of words—“pillars,” “need to be played,” “great pieces,” “important”—
was consistent with sentiments in the literature that approached repertoire in this way, 
viewing certain repertoire to be essential to the band activity (Gaines, 1996; Gilbert, 
1993; Jones, 2005; Ostling, 1978; Towner, 2011). Naming pieces of repertoire as such 
creates a sense of value around them, and Daniel’s views evinced the structures of the 
professional habitus at work in his approach to practice.  
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Further, it was evident that Daniel held these values deeply and personally enough 
to consider them moral and ethical matters: 
I really think that they should be playing what’s considered the great literature in 
concert band, not exclusively, but I feel like if your kids go through . . . Now, 
what I’m about to say, it might be an antiquated opinion or something that is 
considered an outdated opinion and not really appropriate for 2016, but in my 
opinion, it’s really ethically wrong for a kid to go through four years in a concert 
band program and not be able to say that they played Percy Grainger or First 
Suite or Toccata for Band, or something like that (Interview Transcript 2). 
 
His use of the term “antiquated opinion” suggests that as much as Daniel personally 
valued the aforementioned pillars of the repertoire, he viewed his attitude as somewhat 
backward looking or not applicable to his current field. Such a remark was representation 
of the tension at work in Daniel’s approach to repertoire selection. In his next thought, 
Daniel again demonstrated that he elevates certain repertoire by using another value-
based label, this time “classics:” 
I think it’s so important to program the classics, because it’s not music that 
they’ve consumed in their life, and I feel like I have an obligation, not as a band 
director, but as a music teacher in general, the more broad term, music teacher, to 
expose my band students to music that they have not consumed in their life 
(Interview Transcript 2). 
At once, Daniel expressed two central themes of the experience of tension. First is the 
elevation of the corpus of repertoire central in the canonical model. The second theme is 
found in his acknowledgment that in his view, students do not seek such music out in 
their personal, non-academic lives.  
Daniel’s views were not unique among the interview participants. Jack expressed 
similar sentiments, even though he had the most to say about how difficulties with 
student scheduling and instrumentation were significant obstacles in his repertoire 
  104 
selection process. “There’s the classic literature that I want to expose the students to,” he 
said, adding, “I want to expose them to some good quality literature, whether it’s a new 
composer or a traditional classic” (Interview Transcript 1). Jack’s thoughts shared much 
in common with Daniel. They used some of the same words and both felt a sense 
obligation in presenting the canonical repertoire to their students. Jack also acknowledged 
a backward-looking perspective when thinking about the repertoire that he views as 
classics:  
It’s where we came from, it’s our history. You know, the Balmages and the 
Reineckes of today, I’m sure they learned on the classics, and now they’re putting 
their twist on it and what can they do with it. We don’t have as much time as the 
orchestral people, either, with the classics. Our classics are much younger 
(Interview Transcript 1). 
 
Similar sentiments appeared in the free responses to survey questions as well, as 
respondents used some of the same language when expressing value-based notions in 
their reference to repertoire. When asked what advice they would give to new teachers, 
one respondent said, “Try and incorporate some of the ‘chestnuts’ (standard literature) 
into your programming on occasion,” another said, “expose [students] to the classics and 
marches. Teach them the history of wind bands and its literature,” and a third respondent 
suggested, “Know the standard rep. Analyze as many of those scores as possible. 
Understand why they have artistic merit” (Survey Free Responses, Question 24).   
 Core repertoire are core beliefs. The above sentiments illustrated how the 
higher education band field’s doxa are incorporated into the participants’ habitus. A main 
underlying theme across all participants in all modes of data collection was the idea that 
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programming according to the values in the habitus was difficult (for various reasons I 
will illustrate below). Despite this difficulty, participants still felt a pull toward the 
canonical/pedagogical model in the band area of music education and the values about 
repertoire inherent within. Even when participants provided a fairly comprehensive 
assessment of the challenges in conforming to the habitus in their field of current 
practice, they still verbalized the feeling that the “core,” “classics,” or “standards” were 
the ideal to which they should be striving.  
 Participants’ voicing values in agreement with the higher education band field 
was consistent with the literature, most notably Gaines (1996), who reported that band 
directors do believe that there is a core repertoire for high school bands. The repertoire 
lists Gaines assembled based upon this belief resemble those assembled by prominent 
college band directors and researchers (Gilbert, 1993; Ostling, 1978; Towner, 2011). I 
found another, previously unexplored phenomenon at work; namely, that opinions about 
the canon/classics/standards were actually core beliefs to the participants in this study. As 
discussed earlier and based upon participants’ comments (Daniel, Interview Transcript 2; 
Samantha, Interview Transcript 3; Jack, Interview Transcript 1), core beliefs about 
repertoire were learned in teacher training programs, mainly in collegiate ensemble 
experiences. The participants then incorporated them into their own professional habitus 
and took them from one field (their teacher training programs or higher education band 
field) to another (their individual professional contextual reality). In participants own 
habitus, the core beliefs about repertoire were fundamental to participants’ views and 
opinions about the public-school band activity. They were an elemental and fundamental 
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aspect of how participants viewed the role of repertoire in their programs.  
 The depth of these core beliefs is illustrative of the complexity and durability of 
the habitus. Bourdieu framed the habitus as “structured structures predisposed to function 
as structuring structures” (1977, p. 72). The value-laden language and almost reverent 
references to the classics/standards/chestnuts were illustrative of the structured structures; 
that is, participants internalized these clearly defined notions. Further, these values 
underlie and, in some ways, informed the approach to repertoire selection, acting as the 
structuring structures in the professional habitus. The durability of the habitus was 
evident in the participants’ experiences described above. Daniel, as a representative 
example, clearly indicated that his views on “great literature” might be “antiquated.” 
Despite this admission, it was clear that for Daniel and the other participants mentioned 
above, the habitus was always present and preeminent, seemingly overriding the potential 
for changes in the approach to repertoire selection. 
 Reification of repertoire canon(s). At their core, the notions of music of serious 
artistic merit and school music are belief systems that classify music according to a 
hierarchy using value judgments based upon the values of the judge(s). The serious 
artistic merit construct is primarily concerned with the aesthetic construction of a piece of 
music, whereas pieces viewed as being for school bands are constructed with other, non-
aesthetic aspects in mind and thus are not as “serious” or of the same “merit.” I argue 
below that they are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but their values are sometimes 
held in distinction to each other. Both schema result in corpuses of music that are 
considered to be objects themselves; they are reified by voices in the profession. 
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Participants’ thoughts on the “classics,” “pillars,” or “standards” were consistent with the 
opinions in the literature reviewed in Chapter 2; that is, they believed in the canon and its 
importance in the band activity. Practitioners in the profession have reified this canon 
into a concrete object that has taken a place atop the values structure and makes up a 
central structure in the habitus across various fields. 
 In summary, participants learned and internalized values about repertoire in their 
teacher training experiences. These values formed some of the structures in their 
professional habitus. The structures are specific and clearly defined, and predicated how 
participants conceptualized repertoire according to a core/canonical orientation. There are 
pillars and classics, ones that were viewed as important (or even essential) for inclusion 
in a band program. The canon of repertoire that fits the definitions described above is a 
reified object that occupied the center of participants’ core beliefs about repertoire.  
 Having identified the nature of the structures in participants’ professional habitus, 
as well as the times and places of their construction, the next step is to examine how the 
habitus is in tension with participants’ fields of current practice. The tension articulated in 
the data emerges where and when a participant tried to operationalize these core beliefs 
into practice in their own individual professional contextual realities. Due to a suite of 
issues and challenges I describe below, participants found that they cannot choose 
repertoire according to their core beliefs. In this sense, the tension can be termed as an 
incompatibility, one that seemed to be “baked in” to a participant’s experience in the 
profession, most prominently in the early phases of their careers. Participants were aware 
of the tension; they acknowledged and described their core beliefs and these beliefs’ 
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incompatibility with their fields of current practices. The tension drove their practices 
toward other kinds of repertoire not necessarily found in the canon. The way participants 
formed their repertoire selection process, including the sources they consulted and the 
various considerations involved, is part of how participants addressed the tension. 
Tension Between the Habitus and Field of Current Practice 
 A band director’s individual professional contextual reality is their field of current 
practice: the specific teaching situation in which they work; their everyday experience of 
going into their buildings, observing the rules/regulations/procedures of their 
districts/buildings/departments, planning, teaching, and assessing lessons, and interacting 
with students, parents, administrators, and colleagues. It is here that a band director 
engages in the act(s) of being a music educator. The circumstances and characteristics of 
a band director’s professional contextual reality are often—if not always—outside of 
their direct control; that is, band directors cannot choose student demographics, financial 
and non-financial resource levels, scheduling paradigms, etc. A band director must work 
within the parameters established by their professional contextual reality, set by the 
social, cultural, and economic parameters of schooling. An essential aspect of the tension 
phenomenon is how the structures of the professional habitus were, often, not compatible 
with those parameters. 
 When participants relayed thoughts, feelings, and opinions that referred to how 
they functioned in their individual professional contextual realities (their schools, their 
band, their students), they were speaking of what I term the field of current practice. 
Distinct from any prior field the participants have occupied, the field of current practice 
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is where the tension manifested itself in two principal ways. The first manifestation of the 
tension was apparent when participants discussed and described the elemental 
characteristics of their fields of currents practice. These characteristics were the basic 
aspects of participants’ professional contextual reality: building schedules, student 
schedules, access to resources, etc., along with whether and how suitable a piece of 
repertoire is in the face of these characteristics. The second manifestation of the tension 
was related to how participants and those around them philosophically conceived the 
goals of the band program, often framed as musical goals and educational goals. The 
tension appeared when participants oriented their practices more toward educational 
goals. I discuss each manifestation of the tension below.  
Elemental Characteristics of a Professional Contextual Reality 
One of the most prevalent themes in the data was that participants feel that their 
repertoire choices were heavily influenced by the elemental aspects of their programs, 
instead of the artistic values espoused by the habitus. Elemental aspects can circumscribe 
the repertoire selection process simply by influencing who a participant would see in 
their classes/rehearsals on a regular basis or what music participants can access. These 
aspects were often administrative or even bureaucratic in nature. Participants reported 
there were three main elemental issues they encountered: first was their struggle with 
instrumentation due to scheduling and personnel issues, the second issue related to 
repertoire’s suitability, and the third issue was the availability of financial resources.  
Struggles with instrumentation due to scheduling and personnel issues. One 
of the most fundamental issues was simply the reported unpredictability or volatility of 
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student enrollment in band courses, because of either scheduling or school choice 
(Daniel; Jack; Survey Participants). For the participants, the practical impact of this 
unpredictability and volatility was the creation of instrumentation issues that they feel 
limited their ability to choose the repertoire they think they should. Indeed, 
instrumentation was a heavily represented issue in the data; nearly all participants 
discussed how they found it difficult to choose repertoire when an ensemble had a high or 
low number of players on a particular instrument, a situation caused either by enrollment 
trends in the program or scheduling problems. Having a lot of percussionists, few or no 
double reeds, or a shortage of low brass were common examples. It might seem obvious 
that band programs would encounter such issues, and at first, I was not sure they merited 
mention until one particular participant illuminated how impactful they could be, 
especially in schools where there are large scale socioeconomic challenges. In his 
interview, Daniel described his experience with this particular issue: 
It's really tough to pick music for that specific band because that band could 
change by quite a few members. If two members move out of the district during 
that time period and I've got a band of 30 or 35 kids, we're talking about nearly 
10% of the band. Two kids is easily 10% of the band. If it's a tuba player that 
moves out and it's a low brass heavy piece, that's wrenching. It wrenches 
everything…(Interview Transcript 2) 
 
I found Daniel’s use of the term “wrenching” to be an interesting one; it is an almost 
visceral description of how he perceived the impact on the program for which he was 
responsible. Jack expressed something similar: 
The life we live in the public schools is: You've got your first trumpet player who 
can't do band next year because he has to take Health, so he'll be in the second 
half of the year. So that is probably the biggest hindrance is the kids that are able 
to schedule the group (Interview Transcript 1). 
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For Daniel and Jack, the field of current practice was set up in a way that did not provide 
them with the security of having a regular and predictable set of students for whom to 
program. The interconnected and collaborative nature of ensemble music making resulted 
in them having to minimize the impact of even small changes to the makeup of their 
bands. In a canonical model, there is no consideration for such a practical concern as 
what instruments a teacher will have in an ensemble because the music/art object is the 
highest priority. Struggling with instrumentation was not the only elemental issue 
participants faced. Related to instrumentation were issues of a piece of repertoire’s 
suitability and how these issues emerged in a participant’s field of current practice.  
Suitability issues. Carney (2001) defined suitability as “pedagogical functionality 
of music education within the public-school band or instrumental environment” (p. 5). 
Although he employed different terms than I do in the present study, Carney argued that 
the previously discussed elemental characteristics of a professional contextual reality led 
band directors to rely more heavily on a piece of repertoire’s suitability than habitus-
based ideas of musical quality and serious artistic merit. Indeed, the present study’s 
survey results reflected that the two most important criteria for repertoire selection are 
instrumentation followed by difficulty, before any artistic considerations (see Table 9). A 
survey respondent verbalized this exact issue as, “The choice of repertoire is often not 
determined by your desire to craft a particular concert program. It can be driven by 
budget, ensemble construction, student ability level, administrative influence and 
community demographics far more often than artistic intent” (Survey Free Response, 
Question 24). Another respondent referred explicitly to music written specifically with 
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“school bands” in mind and highlighted the tension with the habitus:  
So often, young teachers are hoping to program the material they performed in 
college..... [sic] their exposure to the educational literature written for school 
bands is minimal at best in my experience. The ‘real world’ ensembles have a 
plethora of pieces written for them, more and better material every day, but my 
student teachers and young colleagues have little or no knowledge of what it is or 
where to find it. Another concern is their understanding, comfort level and 
willingness to modify or adapt a piece that is a good fit for most of their 
ensemble, but has a part or two that may need to be rescored. For instance, if their 
band has a weak horn section or no oboes, how could the music be 'arranged' so 
that all the parts are covered? Some directors may disagree with this line of 
thinking as it isn't really how the composer intended it to be in their eyes, but it 
eliminates a lot of literature for their group. (Survey Free Response, Question 24) 
 
Here, two important concepts emerged. The first is that when being trained, band 
directors were not exposed to the music that this individual would view as suitable for 
school bands. The values in the overall band field exclude them or devalue the 
knowledge of them because of the view that they are not of serious artistic merit. The 
second is that it might be possible for a participant to change the values in the habitus 
after entering their professional contextual reality, if they were willing to alter the 
repertoire itself to make it suitable for their ensembles. This particular participant did not 
seem to think this practice was widespread or accepted. When participants identified and 
discussed the importance of a piece of repertoire’s suitability for their program they 
revealed that band directors may be entering their professional contextual realities with a 
gap in their skills; the gap makes it difficult to find and identify suitable repertoire as well 
as use techniques (e.g. arranging) that make repertoire more suitable for their ensembles. 
Instrumentation/personnel and suitability issues complicated participants’ repertoire 
selection experiences which might have been further limited by the third elemental 
characteristic: financial resources.   
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Financial resources. Financial resource was another commonly reported 
elemental aspect of professional contextual reality that had an influence over what 
repertoire band directors chose. Some participants (Daniel; Elizabeth) reported that they 
inherited music libraries built over the prior decades and that there was limited or no 
funding to add or replace pieces. Daniel was explicit in verbalizing the issue from 
financial and social perspectives simultaneously, “These cabinets right here . . . account 
for a big amount of my repertoire selection . . . [It’s] white person music . . . [From] 
before it was a racially diverse school” (Interview Transcript 2). This particular comment 
is illustrative of the tension in and of itself; earlier I demonstrated how Daniel and other 
participants expressed a reverence for the reified canon yet here he expressed how it may 
not be what best serves the program in which he taught. 
 In Bourdieusian terms, the field of current practice in which participants operated 
was organized in such a way that made it difficult for them to operationalize the 
structures of the habitus of repertoire selection. When participants described the above 
elemental aspects as challenges in their repertoire evaluation and selection processes, 
they were referring to the tension I aimed to investigate and expose in this study. The 
aforementioned elemental aspects were related to the administrative structures in a school 
or school district, and reflected how even small, granular details can contribute to the 
phenomenon. After examining the data, it is clear that these elemental aspects were only 
one source of the tension. The second source of tension was evident when taking a 
broader view of the data; namely, the tension was evident in how participants view the 
educational and musical goals of their programs.  
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A Reported Difference in Expressed Educational/Musical Goals 
 As discussed earlier, the doxa of the higher education band field contain values 
based in the aesthetic worth of band/wind music, often to be performed and experienced 
for its own sake and not as part of any other contextual or educational considerations. 
These values were part of participants’ habitus of repertoire selection. Occasionally, 
participants felt tension between these aesthetic principles and community stakeholder 
expectations of what a band program would do. On a basic level, this particular tension 
manifested as participants indicating that they sometimes felt that community expectation 
was at odds with what, in their view, makes for “good practice” in their programs. 
Samantha indicated that she felt some pressure for certain kinds of music at different 
times of the year when she mentioned that she “had backlash for not doing any holiday 
music” (Interview Transcript 3). Jack also mentioned audience appeal when he talked 
about choosing music as a distinct concern apart from his students, but framed it in a way 
that suggests a split in his thinking:  
[We do] the holiday concerts for the community . . . We do a pops concert that’s 
more for the kids, for the stuff they want to play and like to listen to. And then our 
spring concert is more formal music for the music educator in me [in] that I want 
to expose them to some good quality literature, whether it’s a new composer or a 
traditional classic (Interview Transcript 1). 
 
During our discussion he was not presenting this idea in an elitist way, but there 
seemed to be, in Jack’s mind, a distinction between the purpose of programming 
“classics” and the purpose of programming holiday music or pops. His remarks suggest 
that he believed his role was to expose his students to the “classics” while acknowledging 
that his band program could also function as an entertainment ensemble that served its 
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members and host community by performing music they enjoyed. In other words, Jack 
viewed some repertoire to be purely for educative purposes (as he saw them) and some 
repertoire to be for more broad appeal, and that both kinds of repertoire had a place in his 
program. The distinction is of interest; it is an acknowledgement that the habitus is in 
tension with the field of current practice because of the other, non-artistic considerations 
involved repertoire selection.  
A related issue was in which performance settings participants chose to invest 
their instructional time. Participants shared their thoughts and concerns regarding 
performances that use repertoire consistent with the habitus, most notably the large 
ensemble evaluation festivals common throughout the public-school band area of music 
education. Some participants (Daniel; Elizabeth; Samantha; survey respondents) 
indicated that they do not participate in NYSSMA’s large ensemble evaluation festivals 
because they can be a hindrance to what they felt was important for their bands. As 
Daniel argued, “getting a score from NYSSMA majors doesn’t help [their] community” 
(Interview Transcript 1). Framing it this way suggested that Daniel believed such non-
artistic concerns were important, even though he previously verbalized reverence for the 
canon. Similarly, Samantha suggested that such experiences did not fit well into the 
program’s schedule because they were not a high priority (Interview Transcript 3). That 
evaluation festivals were viewed this way is significant because it illustrates that some 
participants disengaged from experiences that constrained their repertoire choices.  
Large ensemble festivals, especially those sponsored by state music organizations 
like NYSSMA, often employ curated repertoire lists which band directors are required to 
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use when planning festival performances. In other words, Mantie’s (2012) canonical 
model is exemplified in such manuals; the model places repertoire and its role as Art 
above all other considerations. Despite verbalizing the values in the habitus—values that 
uphold the canonical model—as discussed previously, participants indicated that such a 
model was not always useful for their programs, i.e., the values in the habitus of 
repertoire selection was in tension with a participant’s field of current practice.  
There is a larger philosophical discussion at play here. One survey participant 
indicated as much in their response to whether or not they agree with the “serious artistic 
merit” criteria and paradigm: 
I “used to” think the categories and descriptors in this survey were all the best 
measures of quality. I paid great attention to the writings of masterful conductors 
and musical analysts, and I found a great deal of conflict when my choices were 
not well-received by my students, and/or when I (as a younger teacher) may have 
felt that their musical desires were "ill-informed." I started my career by thinking 
the most logical goals would include a) playing an identified "top-100" title on 
every concert, b) including a Holst/Grainger/Vaughan-Williams/Clifton Williams 
or such other repertoire on a rotation so that every HS student would experience at 
least one or more of those during the high school career, and, admittedly, c) 
“building a resume” so I could say ‘our bands played this,’ or “I've conducted 
these” (Survey Free Response, Question 19) 
 
The respondent indicated that they entered the profession as an adherent of the canonical 
model and intended to employ it in their teaching. The values present in the habitus were 
revealed by such phrases as “masterful conductors,” and “top-100” (with listed 
composers) as well as the idea that students were “ill-informed” if they did not like their 
choices. The mention of “conflict” at the outset was an indication that the respondent 
experienced the tension at the heart of the present study. The respondent continued: 
As I got older, one more important consideration sifted to the top: that is, what 
pieces make a student want to come to band daily? ... make the student want to 
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STAY in band for the duration of high school? ... help the student to ENJOY 
(his/her goal) and LEARN FROM (my goal) the experience of being in Band? 
(Survey Free Response, Question 19, emphases in original) 
 
Here, the respondent indicated actually acting to change the habitus after being exposed 
to the field of current practice, when the respondent realized that there was a 
misalignment between the habitus and the field of current practice. It is impossible to find 
this person to ask them to elaborate due to the anonymity of a survey. However, it does 
not seem unreasonable to assume that the respondent made a conscious choice to adapt 
values regarding repertoire selection to best serve an understanding of students’ needs, 
which the participant identified as the enjoyment of and learning from participation in the 
high school band activity. This person’s habitus changed after they encountered the 
tension. The respondent further reflected: 
I recall as a college student and then as a young teacher hearing lots of 
conversation about the formulaic nature (and predictability) of a James 
Swearingen composition. However, then I noticed how magnetic the themes were 
to students (at certain levels of development), and that the students would leave 
the Bandroom [sic] humming a theme from “Invicta”. Nobody ever left my 
bandroom [sic] humming a line from Schoenberg's Theme and Variations. Can I 
teach good musical performance concepts using formulaic compositions? OF 
COURSE. And then I can lead the students forward toward the usage of those 
concepts in other (more advanced and less formula) pieces by composers typically 
known for their excellence and historical stature. So I guess the overall “Quality” 
question for me has many facets; included would be my own perception of the 
quality (which, I assume, I make before ever handing the music to the students); 
the students' enjoyment; the value of the composition in the continuum of what 
I'm teaching; the variety offered to the overall program; and much more not easily 
remembered in a quick online survey. :-) (Survey Free Response, Question 19, 
emphases in original) 
 
What was expressed above is in direct contradiction with arguments by prominent voices 
in the profession that decried certain music played by school bands as “formulaic” or 
somehow less-than from an aesthetic standpoint (Battisti, 1995a, 1995b, 2002; Begian, 
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1990, 1991; Budiansky and Foley, 2005). In one way, this is a separate but related issue: 
Which repertoire should be included/performed/studied in a band program? What is 
germane to the present study is that the above sentiments illustrate how the structures in 
the habitus are built, tension with a professional contextual reality is encountered, and 
how band directors might change their practices as a reaction to encountering the tension. 
Based upon the language in the above response it is not unreasonable to presume that this 
individual is in a later career stage or at least of a higher chronological age, and the 
evolution of these beliefs about repertoire went from beliefs more compatible with the 
habitus (aesthetically-based and repertoire centered) to more pragmatically based student-
centered beliefs. Finally, the respondent’s acknowledgment that pieces or composers in 
the canonical model might not be best for the respondent’s program is explicit. These 
experiences are at odds with the apparently prevalent attitudes in the profession regarding 
the kind of repertoire that should be performed in school band programs: Art music for 
Art’s sake, with all other concerns being of secondary or non-importance (Gaines, 1996; 
Jones, 2005; Miller, 2013; Oliver, 2012; Wiggins, 2013). This particular survey 
respondent was not the only participant in the study to report this kind of evolution of 
their values.  
Elizabeth expressed similar sentiments in saying “You just have those two 
different things, the reality never really met with the perception of what it was going to 
be like in the real world” (Interview Transcript 4). First, when Elizabeth set up a 
dichotomy between “perception” and “reality” she was describing, in essence, the 
experience of entering her field of current practice with the structures of the habitus in 
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place: The structures are the perception (perhaps better framed as expectation), and the 
field is the reality. When participants acknowledged that they were trained/acculturated to 
adopt a suite of beliefs/values as they entered the profession and then encountered 
circumstances that were at odds with those beliefs/values, they were describing the 
tension between the habitus and professional contextual reality almost literally. Bourdieu 
essentially predicted the above experience when he argued: 
Unlike scientific estimations, which are corrected after each experiment according 
to rigorous rules of calculation, the anticipations of the habitus, practical 
hypotheses based on past experience, give disproportionate weight to early 
experiences…the structures characterizing a determinate class of conditions of 
existence produce the structures of the habitus, which in their turn are the basis of 
the perception of appreciation of all subsequent experiences. (1990, p. 54, italics 
in original) 
 
Early experiences serve as a blueprint or reference point against which individuals project 
when conceptualizing subsequent experiences.  
Similar to Daniel, Jack, and the above survey respondent, Elizabeth went on to 
describe how contact with students in the field of current practice might change the 
habitus: 
Because they're the ones sitting in the chairs, they're the ones doing it, you know? 
And, yes, I'm the resident expert when it comes to it, but at the same time, they're 
the experts on themselves [who] know what they want to get into and things like 
that. You can find something that works for everybody and that I'm comfortable 
with, and saying that they're still getting quality education out of it. (Interview 
Transcript 4) 
 
These remarks illustrate how entering a new field (and encountering the students in it) 
can change a participant’s thinking, despite the weight of early experiences in the habitus. 
The tension causes participants to change the arguments they make to themselves; the 
supremacy of art yields to the supremacy of the educative experience, centered on the 
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student. Perhaps more accurately, participants did not view these arguments as zero-sum. 
They were open to the musical and experiential functioning side-by-side. The result was a 
different conception of the band experience, one based upon a greater set of values than 
just artistic merit that brings the classroom and the people in it together.  
 In summary, the total picture of the tension phenomenon is a complex one, 
weaving many interrelated issues together. Elemental characteristics of a professional 
contextual reality worked in concert with philosophical issues to expose the structures of 
the habitus as incompatible with participants’ fields of current practice. Ideas of “quality” 
repertoire, seemingly simple when discussed in a vacuum apart from teaching 
considerations, became complicated as participants expanded their definitions of quality 
to include educative ends in clear contradiction of the values in the higher education band 
habitus. In the higher education band field, the assumption is that better music leads to 
better education. Participants may have believed that assumption initially, but eventually 
found that there are more dimensions to better education. They had to determine what 
those dimensions are as they became a part of their professional contextual reality. They 
had to “learn on the job.” How participants did so is part of their response to the tension. 
Responding to Tension 
 Having identified where the structures of the habitus are built, and how these 
structures can be in tension with a band director’s professional contextual reality, I will 
address the next research question, which relates to what participants did upon 
encountering the tension. The response to tension occurred in how and where participants 
sought out repertoire that they believed is suitable for their program. The result is another 
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corpus of music, one that emerged as band directors engaged in the act of selecting 
repertoire that did not result in tension. Interestingly, some participants were open to 
bringing students into the repertoire selection process as well. Once that process was 
completed, participants sought out performance opportunities that aligned with and 
accept the choices they and their students made. Altogether, the durable structures of the 
habitus ended up altered as a result. 
Looking Outward 
 In addressing the tension and ultimately making actual programming decisions 
that are then realized, participants relied on two main external resources. The first was 
consultation with other band directors, be it in their districts or county/area, and the 
second was the use of resources provided by the music publishing industry. These 
findings were consistent with prior work in this area (Crochet, 2006; Jones, 2005). In the 
survey, respondents indicated a strongest preference for these two resources (see Tables 
11 and 12), and conversations with interview participants confirmed this as well (Jack, 
Interview Transcript 1; Samantha, Interview Transcript 3; Elizabeth, Interview Transcript 
4). When consulting colleagues, participants were collaborating in a sub-field.  
 The sub-field is my term for instances when individuals formed smaller groups or 
dyads for advice, support, or information. I employ the term “sub-field” because 
participants are self-selecting groups of trusted collaborators from the overall field of 
practicing high school band directors. The use of sub-fields was a way that participants 
coped with the tension they experience when choosing repertoire. According to the data, 
it was not that participants were looking for permission to violate the doxa, it was more 
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that they sought information about pieces of repertoire that they believed would meet 
their students’ needs as they understood them. In a sense, actors in these sub-fields were 
creating their own parallel and competing doxa. The new doxa were more primarily 
concerned with suitability over normative notions of quality. Participants could then 
choose which set of doxa (or portions thereof) would guide their repertoire selection 
processes—processes that had less tension or are tension-free. Seeing opportunity, the 
music publishing industry has stepped in to provide repertoire that meets the new doxa.  
 The information gleaned in the collaboration was then used in conjunction with 
the second resource: the music publishing industry and vendors, and their websites in 
particular. Earlier in this study, I identified (and perhaps implicated) the music publishing 
industry and vendors as structures of the habitus and a potential source of the tension. In 
reality, the publishing industry has, intentionally or otherwise, perceived the 
incompatibility of core beliefs about repertoire found in the canonical model with band 
directors’ various professional contextual realities and created a market-based solution 
that participants rely upon heavily (Daniel, Interview Transcript 2; Jack, Interview 
Transcript 1; Survey Free Responses). Publishing companies commission composers to 
write pieces that have the previously mentioned suitability issues in mind; it is not 
uncommon to see pieces marketed as being easy or with flexible instrumentation. 
Acquiring this music helps address the tension and allows participants to program music 
that they find suitable for their ensemble. Over time, a new body of repertoire has 
emerged, one that is aimed at school band programs.   
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Another Canon 
 The key difference between music written for school bands and music written for 
its own aesthetic sake is that music specifically written for school bands “violate” some 
of the “rules” prominent in the habitus, because aesthetic notions of Art are not primary 
concerns. A broad example can be found by perusing the online concert band catalogues 
of any sheet music retailer. The descriptions of many pieces make references to the 
educational considerations in a piece’s construction before or instead of traditionally 
defined artistic considerations. While they do not mention any retailer in particular, Jack 
and Daniel made references to composers featured heavily in the catalogues available 
online (Interview Transcript 1; 2). A few prominent voices in the profession have for 
some time argued that music written with specific teaching/pedagogical concerns in mind 
is in some ways of lower quality or less valid than music written for its own aesthetic 
sake (Budiansky & Foley, 2005; Ostling, 1978). Participants, while expressing the core 
beliefs found in the habitus, addressed the tension by acquiring and programming music 
written specifically for school bands while fully aware that they are “violating” the 
“rules” (Daniel, Interview Transcript 2; Elizabeth, Interview Transcript 3; Samantha, 
Interview Transcript 4; Survey Free Responses).  
 In the higher education band field, the canon is a reified object. Participants did 
the same thing when they and those with whom they may have collaborated assembled 
their own corpus of repertoire that they did find suitable for their ensembles and shared it 
in their sub-field(s). The result of these practices can be plausibly called a second canon. 
On the surface, the second canon might appear to be similar to the first, more established 
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one, but the music in it is constructed with educational concerns at the forefront instead 
of artistic concerns. All the while, the first canon is considered to be at the highest level 
of artistry and quality or highbrow. The second canon is viewed as less-than or lower-
than the highbrow, but—and this is essential—not bad or worthy of derision. It is 
middlebrow: acceptable, suitable, and something that allows participants to run their 
programs in ways they feel good about, i.e., with less or no tension. Participants further 
responded to the tension by asking students to access the middlebrow canon and offering 
them the opportunity to have some say in the repertoire they perform. 
Students Help Make the Choice 
 For many participants in the study, especially those I interviewed, middlebrow 
music written for school bands served as the main source of music they chose for their 
students. Some participants—Jack, Samantha, and Elizabeth in particular—would 
involve their students in the final selections, usually through some kind of voting process. 
The most common reported from of such a process had the teacher/participant vetting a 
few choices ahead of time and then asking students to access the same sources 
teachers/participants do (publisher and/or vendor websites) to listen to recordings. 
Students would then vote for their choice(s). The participants who engaged in this 
practice felt good about ceding some control/decision making power (within limits they 
themselves established) to students as a way to address the tension. Such centering of 
students in teaching practices is not unheard of; there is documentation in the literature 
indicating that as music teachers move through their careers, they become more “student-
centered” in their approach (Gossett, 2015).  
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 Finally, as I mentioned earlier, participants reported that they chose performance 
activities that allowed for the most freedom of choice of repertoire as a way to resolve the 
tension. What resulted was a move away from traditional performances like NYSSMA’s 
large ensemble evaluation festivals and a move toward festivals/events that were more 
inclusive of middlebrow repertoire and participants’ choices (Daniel, Interview 
Transcript 2; Samantha, Interview Transcript 3). Participants worked to structure their 
programs in a way that allowed for as much flexibility in their repertoire choices as 
possible. Put another way, a trend in the data is that participants felt that the purpose of 
their ensembles was not necessarily to perform specific kinds of repertoire, specifically 
the kind(s) valued in the habitus. To the participants, contra-Reynolds (2000), repertoire 
was not the curriculum. The structures of the habitus, as durable as they might be, tended 
to yield as practice adapted.  
Durable Structures Made Flexible 
 Through the course of this study, I found that participants were willing and able to 
either alter or stretch the structures in the habitus as they addressed the tension. For 
example, participants placed more emphasis on the educative ends of band participation 
rather than the comparatively simple act of performing repertoire, as described above. 
Further, participants centered students, not the core repertoire (even though they still 
voiced their belief in its importance) in their repertoire selection practices. That 
participants would still have some structures in the habitus intact is consistent with the 
concept of habitus. Bourdieu characterized the structures in the habitus as durable (1990). 
Later, he described that the habitus will have some “critical moments when it misfires or 
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is out of phase” (2000, p. 162), especially when a field changes, and referred to mismatch 
between habitus and field as “hysteresis.” Yang (2014) expanded the concepts of habitus, 
field, and hysteresis to allow for change to the structures in the habitus when 4 conditions 
are met: 
1. A contrast between the habitus and field 
2. Individuals must be willing to strategically learn and familiarize themselves with 
new information and experiences 
3.  Individuals must have the awareness to consider themselves in relation to their 
social contexts (termed “reflexivity”) 
4. Individuals must be open to pluralism of ideas (pp. 1531-1535) 
In the present study, there was a contrast between the habitus and field of current practice 
(condition 1). Participants recognized this and sought the help of other band directors and 
consulted resources available to them when selecting repertoire (condition 2). 
Participants were flexible and realistic about their fields of current practice and were 
open to different kinds of repertoire that were more suitable (conditions 3 and 4). What 
resulted was an expanded/changed habitus created when participants addressed the 
tension at the heart of the study. Encountering the tension made the durable flexible, and 
the middlebrow repertoire acceptable. 
 In the end, the tension participants feel is reduced or eliminated. While the 
interview participants all spoke of some challenges and frustrations they face, I noticed 
how satisfied and confident they were in their repertoire decisions. Participants use a 
wide array of resources: their colleagues, an industry that is responsive to them, and their 
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own students to address the tension and feel good about their teaching. 
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CHAPTER 6: CLOSING THE LOOP AND CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
 As I demonstrated in previous chapters, the tension between commonly held 
attitudes, beliefs, and opinions (habitus) regarding the selection of repertoire and its use 
in public school band programs and the various contextual realities in which band 
directors work is a complex phenomenon. Its roots are in the structures of the habitus 
built as early when a participant first began their activity as a student in a teacher 
preparation program, if not before. Participants were exposed to normative notions of 
aesthetic worth and Art as exemplified in a reified canon of repertoire and were taught to 
adhere to a model with specific, if subjective, definitions of what makes “quality” music. 
The resultant canonical/pedagogical model, as identified and critiqued by Mantie (2012), 
serves as the preeminent way of structuring the public-school band activity, and calls for 
use of a highbrow canon of music. Participants indicated that such a model is not always 
compatible with what they encounter in their professional realities and engaged in several 
strategies to address the resulting tension, including expanding their habitus and 
accepting a corpus of repertoire that diverges from the canonical/pedagogical model. 
After having analyzed and interpreted the causes of and responses to the tension 
phenomenon, I bring the study to its conclusion. 
Back to the Whole 
 In completing the picture of the tension phenomenon, it is pertinent to take a step 
back and finish with a broad perspective before arriving at the essence of the tension 
phenomenon. Doing so reveals several large ideas I am left with at the end of the study. 
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Some are potentially critical, and others speak to the ways band directors “do” the band 
activity in their programs. Finally, I will answer the research questions and consider their 
implications while offering potential avenues for further research. 
A Potential Critique of the Present Study’s Findings 
 From the broadest perspective, even though there was tension between the 
structures of the habitus and a participant’s individual professional contextual reality, and 
participants stretched the habitus in response to the tension, the aesthetic and Art-based 
values in Mantie’s (2012) model are still prevalent in the profession, as evidenced by the 
emergence of the core beliefs about repertoire in the present study. The middlebrow 
canon of school band music was used as a remedy mechanism for the tension described 
in the present study but is still based on many of the same principles the highbrow canon 
represents. Participants were open minded to new composers and music when they were 
found to be suitable for their ensembles, and participants did want to program repertoire 
that their students and audiences enjoy, but the pool of potential repertoire from the 
middlebrow canon is constructed using the same compositional techniques and idioms 
found in the highbrow canon. If I were being reductive and simplistic in my explanation, 
I would say that the middlebrow canon sounds just like the highbrow canon but is easier 
to play.  
 Most participants in this study expressed a willingness to think “outside the box” 
when it comes to repertoire selection. Whether this was actually true or not would depend 
upon perspective; my experience as a college band director leads me to believe that those 
in the profession who subscribe to the views in the canonical/pedagogical and serious 
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artistic merit models would probably say that participants do indeed think “outside the 
box.” More progressive voices in the profession might say that the participants are merely 
enlarging the box that already exists instead of imagining/creating/using new kinds of 
repertoire that is more reflective of the students in individual band programs or the 
communities in which they are located. This criticism may be true, but I found that the 
participants were able to hold and verbalize their own beliefs about repertoire that are 
consistent with the habitus while simultaneously allowing it to expand.  
 The habitus is sometimes only discursive. Participants would verbalize the 
values and beliefs from the habitus regarding repertoire selection regularly, most often 
when they talked about how they revered the canon or “classics.” Without deeper 
investigation, it would seem that there is no tension at all between the values in the 
habitus and participants’ individual professional contextual realities. Only when they 
were asked to discuss their practices more deeply did participants reveal that the actual 
actions in their repertoire selection process, i.e., the pieces they actually program and 
perform were not always consistent with the values in the habitus.  
 In my discussions with interview participants, I was struck by the fact that they all 
spoke so highly of the highbrow repertoire canon and specific pieces therein, even if they 
never or rarely programmed and performed any of them. I do not know if they were 
speaking the praise reflexively as if in an honorific—whenever someone talks about 
repertoire choices they feel must always make a statement where they show their 
reverence for pieces in the highbrow repertoire canon—or if they were speaking it with a 
more genuine feeling in that moment. In any case, it is apparent that there is an 
  131 
incongruity between what participants said about the repertoire in the highbrow canon 
and what they did with it. Participants did not appear to feel negatively about the 
incongruity and resulting tension, perhaps because they might have felt if they always 
mention the “classics” reverently then that was enough in their minds. Another possible 
explanation is that their habitus has changed/expanded enough to minimize or eliminate 
the tension; their practices were no longer in violation of the “rules” in the habitus, as 
participants found their expanded/changed habitus to be much more compatible with their 
fields of practice. 
Participants Are Willing to Expand the Potential Purposes of Ensembles 
  Although there might not, from certain perspectives, be much difference in the 
two canons I identified in the study (highbrow and middlebrow), participants in both 
parts of the study did indicate that there was room in their thinking for different 
conceptualizations of the purposes of their ensembles. A major tenet of Mantie’s (2012) 
canonical/pedagogical model is that a piece of music is chosen, learned, and performed 
because of its potential as an “Art” object according to long-held aesthetic principles. 
With a few explicit exceptions in the survey data, I found that in general, participants 
believed that the repertoire they choose should serve the students instead of the students 
serving the repertoire. Participants would structure their band programs’ activities around 
this belief. What resulted was, for the participants in the study, a departure from some 
traditional performance activities like large ensemble evaluation festivals. Because there 
was tension between the structures of the habitus/core beliefs about repertoire and the 
circumstances of the fields in which participants work, such traditional performance 
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activities did not fit into participants’ plans for their students’ educational and 
performance activities. Instead, participants reported that they sought out performance 
venues and types that allowed for maximum flexibility in repertoire selection (which 
helped address the tension). 
 Taken together, the above findings indicate that participants were largely willing 
to employ some different philosophical approaches in their teaching and structuring of 
their programs as they changed the structures in the habitus. Although they did not 
explicitly use such terms, it is notable that participants were willing to eschew some or all 
of the aesthetic principles so prevalent in the habitus that influenced and helped form 
their core beliefs. For most participants, the openness to different philosophical 
approaches came after contact with their professional contextual realities (field) and 
experiencing the tension with the beliefs in the habitus. Perhaps this flexibility suggests 
potential for more changes to the habitus.  
Answering the Research Questions: The Essence of the Tension Phenomenon 
 After exploring the many facets of the tension phenomenon and discovering some 
of the nuance in the participants’ experiences, I now answer the study’s research 
questions and distill the tension phenomenon down to its essence.  
The research questions in this study were: 
1. Is there a tension between the established norms (habitus) regarding the repertoire 
used in public schools, and practicing band directors’ professional contextual 
realities? 
a. If so, in what ways does this tension manifest itself? 
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b. If they are aware of it, how do band directors cope with the tension: does it 
alter their practices, do they ignore it, or do they repress it?  
c. How do band directors attempt to resolve the tension? 
2. What, in the band directors’ opinion, is the cause/source of the existence or non-
existence of the tension? 
3. Are band directors’ experience or non-experience of tension manifested 
differently in distinct professional contextual realities? 
 There is a tension between the habitus of repertoire selection in public school 
band programs for the participants in the study. The tension manifested itself as an 
incompatibility between core beliefs about repertoire (and its function in school band 
programs) and the experiences participants had in their individual professional contextual 
realities. Specifically, the tension arose due to structural aspects of professional 
contextual realities, differences in educational goals/priorities, and suitability issues. 
Participants were aware of the incompatibility and consulted two main resources to find 
repertoire that was compatible with their professional contextual realities: resources from 
music publishers and vendors, and colleagues in similar situations. In addressing the 
tension, the habitus changed to incorporate wider possibilities for repertoire. Participants 
acknowledged the highbrow canon’s incompatibility with their program and took part in 
the perpetuation of a middlebrow canon that is similar to the highbrow canon but 
constructed with school bands in mind. The source of the tension was the experiences 
participants had in their collegiate band and teacher preparation experiences. Although 
participants expressed and identified some differences in granular details of the 
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phenomenon, there was not a large degree of variation in participants’ experiencing the 
tension across professional contextual realities. The answers to the research questions 
lead to several implications for both band director preparation programs and band 
programs in the public schools. 
Implications 
 Perhaps the largest implication emerging from these results is in the way 
participants viewed their experiences in teacher preparation programs and collegiate 
ensembles as they related and transferred to their professional contextual realities. At its 
core, the tension phenomenon revealed an incompatibility of visions. We in higher 
education may need to acknowledge that there are many different possible 
conceptualizations of the band activity in the public schools, and some of these may not 
resemble the collegiate ensemble experience. The “best”—as traditionally defined—
music may not always lead to the “best” education, especially if in some environments 
curricular materials and experiences other than repertoire are favored or considered 
primary (or at least concurrent) concerns. Music that meets educative and/or experiential 
ends in ways band directors feel is organic and good for their programs can be 
defined/labeled as high quality. Does this mean music appreciation as traditionally 
employed cannot exist? I would argue that it does not; what it means is that we should 
accept the potential variation in fields and allow for the notion that different contexts will 
have different needs. If we empower band directors to expect and embrace this variation, 
they may be able to operate without having to encounter tension at the outset.  
 Another related implication is in the potential skill gap identified in the survey 
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portion of this study. It may not be enough to embrace and acknowledge the variation 
across fields, we in higher education need to provide curricular experiences that prepare 
band directors to adapt repertoire as they see fit. Specifically, this would call for an 
increase in arranging and orchestration training; there is some call for such training in the 
literature (Austin, 1998; Abrahams, 2000; Kaschub & Smith, 2013; Schmidt, 1989). I 
would also argue that the music publishing industry may need to relax or restructure the 
way copyrights are maintained to allow for such adaptations as copyright laws are a 
complicating factor for music programs in the public schools (Richmond, 2018). 
 Further, I would offer that the profession as it is currently organized does not 
always provide evaluation opportunities for band programs across a wide array of 
variation. Participants reported that they disengage from large ensemble evaluation 
festivals (e.g., NYSSMA’s) because of how such evaluations are structured. Instead, they 
sought opportunities that either embraced or took a neutral position on variation in 
programs and repertoire selection. When this disengagement happens, these band 
programs and band directors are “cut off” from the main professional organization in the 
state. It might be necessary for such professional organizations to re-conceptualize how 
they might recognize excellent teaching in ways beyond traditional performance 
expectations.  
 Finally, from the perspective of public-school band directors, the largest 
implication from the present study appears to be that music teachers may be willing and 
quite able to reflexively assess the particulars of their professional contextual realities and 
make adjustments to their practice whenever and however needed. Based upon my 
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experience with the participants, I found an encouraging—and perhaps inspiring, to me—
willingness to conceive of the band activity in ways that were organic to their settings, 
and in what I found to be a positive way. It is this flexibility and open-mindedness that 
helped mitigate the tension in the repertoire selection process. As a result, I am inclined 
to believe that the profession would be best served to find a way to include practicing 
band directors from various contexts and settings in various parts of the teacher 
preparation process, especially in the area of repertoire selection. Such inclusion would 
need to go beyond, or at least be different from, traditional field placements as is 
common in teacher training experiences. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
 In this study, I was able to identify how there are some deeply-held core beliefs 
about repertoire and how participants take these core beliefs into the profession with 
them. Participants’ practices do not always align with the core beliefs they verbalize. 
What other aspects of the band area of music education might contain core beliefs that 
are held so deeply? When these beliefs are in tension with the day-to-day circumstances 
teachers experience, does practice not always align with core beliefs? What are some 
other aspects of the habitus shared by music teachers in the band area of the profession?  
 With respect to the discursive habitus, it may be valuable to know if, when, and 
how the habitus becomes merely discursive. If a band director enters the profession ready 
to operationalize the dominant core beliefs in the habitus surrounding repertoire selection 
and program the highbrow repertoire as curriculum, at what point and to what degree do 
they stop, if they do? How much tension is acceptable to them? What is the “tipping 
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point?” 
 Another avenue for more research is to determine if students are aware of and are 
interested in experiencing the highbrow repertoire canon in their programs. From a 
broader perspective, it may be interesting to learn if and how repertoire affects students’ 
perception of their band experiences. Taking this question further, does the 
canonical/pedagogical model of repertoire use in band programs have any influence on a 
student’s decision to join or stay in a band program? How do students in varying 
socioeconomic settings/levels respond to such issues? There is some research whose 
authors examined such issues. The music participation rates of various populations and 
found that student repertoire preference plays a role. Students tend to prefer music with 
which they are familiar or that is culturally relevant to them (Antmann, 2015; Deisler, 
2011).  Students often join and stay in a band program for extra-musical and non-
aesthetic reasons (Stewart, 2005). Would these reasons lead to certain attitudes regarding 
the highbrow canon? Also, more privileged students tend to participate in high school 
music programs (Elpus & Abril, 2011); how does this stratification tie into student 
perceptions of repertoire in band programs across various socioeconomic levels (if it 
does)?  
 In this study, I found that educational concerns are placed above musical or 
aesthetic concerns, as did some other authors (Carney, 2005; Gossett, 2015). Based on 
these results, I am curious to know if band directors are aware of this shift and if it 
becomes a part of their expressed identity as a practitioner. Though I do argue earlier that 
this juxtaposition is not necessarily zero-sum, it is possible that band directors might 
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approach it this way. In other words, there may be need for deeper exploration of the 
commonalities and contrasts in between a band director’s identity as a musician (as 
traditionally defined) and as an educator. Do band directors conceptualize their identities 
in this way? Is there tension between the two? There may be a relationship between the 
use of the highbrow canon and how a band director views such identity issues. 
 All of the above possibilities for further research can offer an opportunity for a 
reflexive examination of practices in public school band programs. Based on the results 
of present study, it is clear that there is a tension between the values espoused in teacher 
training programs and the lived experience that participants reported. How pervasive is 
the tension? Where is there no tension? A small number of respondents to the survey in 
the present study reported no tension and somewhat emphatic agreement with the values 
in the habitus and reported that their practices are at least somewhat consistent with it. 
What are the characteristics of these band programs where core beliefs and practices are 
aligned, and how do these programs compare to ones where core beliefs and practices are 
not aligned? Once the differences are identified and described, perhaps individuals and 
stakeholders in the profession can make some decisions about which core beliefs and 
practices should be carried into the future.  
 This Study Began with My Own Experience 
 Some of the first words in this dissertation are, “this is personal.” Even as I 
approach the end of my second decade as a music educator and band director, I vividly 
remember feeling tension during repertoire selection in my first year teaching. After 
collecting and analyzing data in various forms and answering the research questions, it 
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became clear to me that I was not unique in experiencing this tension. Further, this 
tension is a complex phenomenon, manifesting in several ways. One of the most 
prevalent emergent themes was the influence of training. Considering Bourdieu’s (1990) 
position on the weight of early experiences in the formation of the habitus, it is not 
surprising that I shared this experience with most of the participants, given that the broad 
strokes of an undergraduate degree in music education are similar across many 
institutions. What I did not share with participants was the degree to which the tension 
affected them; I seem to have felt it more acutely than they reported in their own 
experiences. All of the participants with whom I interacted were more established in their 
positions than I was, so it is likely that some time in their professional contextual realities 
has allowed them to address the tension in various ways. How participants addressed the 
tension may have some implications for teacher training practices.  
 I am a professor in a teacher training program for future music educators, the 
second such position I have held in my career. My main responsibilities are directing 
ensembles and teaching methods courses. In both settings, preservice teachers are 
exposed to my values and practices. The act of reflecting on the tension phenomenon and 
completing this study has caused me to critically evaluate the language I use surrounding 
repertoire and its use in public school band programs. It is not lost on me that participants 
reported their experiences in college as a source of the tension, to the extent they felt it. 
In my ensembles and classes, I am already much more careful to encourage what I hope 
is a thoughtful pragmatism about what repertoire can be used in public schools, as well as 
what participation in the band area of music education can mean for students. I would 
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like to eliminate tension that I felt (or at least not cause it) for my students that go on to 
become band directors.  
Based upon this study, I believe that a non-canonical approach to repertoire 
selection to be essential in preventing some of the potential issues Allsup and Benedict 
(2008) discussed in their interrogation of the values in band programs. I do not mean to 
argue that we should disregard some of the more seminal works for bands and wind 
ensembles, nor do I mean to assert that I alone can mitigate or eliminate the potentially 
problematic aspects of the band area of music education. After critical examination of 
some deeply held beliefs present in my profession, I hope to invite my students—future 
music educators—to consider that when it comes to evaluating and selecting repertoire 
there are many ways to be successful, including some that do not conform to the 
profession’s present norms. 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY PRE-CONTACT EMAIL 
 
 
Dear [Name of Sampled Participant], 
 
I am writing to ask for your help with a study I am conducting for my dissertation 
research to better understand band directors’ thoughts, feelings, and perceptions 
surrounding the repertoire selection process. In the next few days you will receive a 
request to participate in this study by taking an online survey in which you would 
describe your repertoire selection process and your thoughts and opinions about the 
factors that are a part of it.  
 
I would like to do everything possible to make it easy and enjoyable for you to participate 
in the study. I am writing in advance because many people like to know ahead of time 
that they will be asked to fill out a survey. This research can only be successful with the 
help of generous teachers like you.  
 
I hope you will take the 10–15 minutes of your time to help us. Most of all, I hope that 
you enjoy the questionnaire and the opportunity to voice your thoughts and opinions 
about the process of choosing repertoire for your bands.  
 
If you do not wish to receive any further communication from me, please let me know 
and you will not hear from me again. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
 
Justin J. Mertz 
Doctoral Candidate, Boston University 
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INVITATION EMAIL 
 
 
Dear [Name of Sampled Participant], 
 
I am writing to ask for your help in understanding band directors’ process, thoughts, and 
opinions of and about repertoire selection for their bands. The best way to learn about 
these issues is to hear from teachers like you to share their thoughts about choosing 
repertoire. You are one of 137 instrumental music educators in New York State randomly 
selected to participate in this study.  
 
I am hoping that you will be able to complete a survey on the Internet to make your 
participation as easy as possible and so that I can more quickly and accurately summarize 
the results. Doing this is easy: just click on or enter the web address below in your 
Internet browser, and then begin the survey:  
 
 https://bostonu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eyZ1AyrA3M1l0hL 
 
I realize that it might not be easy for you to complete a questionnaire online, so I would 
be happy to send you a paper copy of the questionnaire at your request. Please call (315) 
727-0585 if you would like one.  
 
The survey should take you only 10-15 minutes to complete. Your responses are 
voluntary and will be kept confidential. Your name is not on a mailing list and your 
answers will never be associated with your physical or email address. If you have any 
questions about this study, please feel free to contact me at jjmertz@bu.edu or at the 
phone number above. If you do not wish to receive any further communication from me, 
please let me know and you will not hear from me again. This study has been reviewed 
and approved by the Boston University Institutional Review Board, and if you have any 
questions, you can contact them by phone at 617-358-6115.  
 
By taking a few minutes to share your thoughts about your repertoire selection process 
you will be helping me a great deal, and small token of appreciation is enclosed as a way 
of saying thank you.  
 
I hope you enjoy completing the questionnaire and look forward to receiving your 
response.  
 
Many Thanks, 
 
 
Justin J. Mertz 
Doctoral Candidate, Boston University 
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY FOLLOW UP EMAIL 
 
 
 
 
Dear [Name of Sampled Participant], 
 
Recently, I sent an email asking you to respond to a very brief Internet survey about your 
repertoire selection practices and your thoughts and opinions about it. The survey is short 
and should only take you 10–15 minutes to complete.  
 
If you have already completed the survey I sincerely would like to thank you for your 
time, as your response is very important to my research! If you have not yet answered the 
survey, I would like to urge you to take a few minutes to do so. By sending this reminder 
and a link to the survey, I thought it would be easier to respond:  
 
https://bostonu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eyZ1AyrA3M1l0hL 
 
Thank you very much for your help. The survey is one of the few ways available to me to 
get the thoughts and opinions of band directors like you on their repertoire selection 
process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Justin J. Mertz 
Doctoral Candidate, Boston University 
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APPENDIX E: SURVEY OUTLINE 
 
Part I (introduction) 
- Informed consent 
- Confidentiality 
Part II  
- Collection of demographic information about the participants and the students 
in the ensembles with which they work (categorized as nominal data). Data to 
be collected are:  
o Years of experience in the profession (1-9, 10-19, 20-29, 30+) 
o The number of concert bands the participant conducts in grades 9-12 
o Estimated K-12 population of the school district (0-1499, 1500-2999, 
3000-4499, 4500-5999, 6000+) 
o Estimated number of students in the band program district-wide (0-
199, 200-399, 400-599, 600+) 
o Highest level of education (bachelor’s, master’s, doctorate) 
o Average number of pieces one ensemble plays in one performance 
o Estimated number of pieces played in one year across all ensembles 
o Estimated percentages of racial make-up of students in all aspects of 
the performance program for which the participant is responsible 
(Caucasian, African-American, Latino, Asian, American Indian or 
Alaska Native, Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander) (U.S. Census 
Bureau, n. d.)  
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o Participants’ judgment of their district’s community type (urban, 
suburban, rural) 
o Participants’ judgment of their district’s socioeconomic level (high-
income, average income, low income, a mix of these; participant will 
be able to label the mix)  
Part III 
- Ratings of criteria (taken from the literature) and their degree of influence on 
the repertoire selection process using a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not 
Important At All, 2 = Somewhat Unimportant, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = 
Very Important) 
- The criteria to be rated are: 
o Instrumentation 
o Difficulty 
o Artistic value 
o Potential For Teaching Opportunities 
o Cost 
o Tempo/Tempi 
o Key(s) 
o Meters Used 
o Rhythmic Complexity 
o Student Appeal 
o Community Appeal 
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o Composer 
o Arranger (when applicable) 
- Will allow the participant to supply criteria not supplied by the researcher 
- Open-ended question: What are you looking for when evaluating repertoire?  
Part IV 
- Ratings of quality statements about aspects of musical quality from the 
Ostling (1978) criteria for music of “serious artistic merit” using a four-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = I strongly disagree that this aspect is a measure of 
musical quality, 2 = I somewhat disagree that this aspect is a measure of 
musical quality, 3 = I somewhat agree that this aspect is a measure of musical 
quality, 4 = I strongly agree that this aspect is a measure of musical quality.  
- Open-ended question: How do you define “quality” in band repertoire? 
Part V 
- Ratings of sources of information about repertoire (taken from literature) 
using a four point Likert-type scale (1 = Not Important At All, 2 = Somewhat 
Unimportant, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = Very Important, and a choice for 
“I am not aware of this item as a source of information about repertoire for my 
band”) 
- Sources of information about repertoire to be rated are: 
o NYSSMA Manual 
o Music vendors’ websites 
o Printed catalogues 
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o Articles in trade journals (e.g. The Instrumentalist, Music Educators 
Journal, Teaching Music, etc.) 
o Promotional recordings 
o Other educators’ recommendations 
o Conferences/conventions 
o Conducting/Band Director Methods Textbooks 
- Open-ended question: What are any other sources for information about 
repertoire you use, if any?  
Part VI 
- Ratings of level of satisfaction with the various sources from Part IV using a 
Likert-type scale (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = 
Neither Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied, 4 = Somewhat Satisfied, 5 = Very 
Satisfied) 
- Ratings of level of agreement with a list of assertions using a 5-point Likert-
type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Somewhat Disagree, 3 = Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 
- Assertions to be rated are: 
o “I find the repertoire selection process stressful.” 
o “I am pleased with the repertoire choices available to me.” 
o “I feel I have freedom when I choose repertoire.” 
o “Upon entering the profession, I felt prepared to evaluate and choose 
repertoire.” 
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o “My students’ judgments of my repertoire choices are important to 
me.” 
o “Other band directors’ judgments of my repertoire choices are 
important to me.” 
o “The repertoire available to me to choose meets my students’ needs as 
I understand them.” 
- Open-ended question: If you could speak to a class of seniors in college about 
to enter the profession as band directors, what would you tell them about 
choosing repertoire? 
 
Part VII 
- Identification of the frequency with which band directors program certain 
genres/styles of music, including music composed/arranged by students using 
a four point Likert-type scale (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Somewhat 
Frequently, 4 = Often) 
- The genres/styles of music to be rated are: 
o Western art-music “classical music” 
o Music composed specifically for middle or high school bands 
o Popular music arranged by professional composers/arrangers 
o Jazz 
o Music for other types of ensembles transcribed for band by 
professional composers/arrangers 
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o World Music (music of other cultures; includes arrangements or 
transcriptions) 
o Music that reflects the ethnicities of the students in participants’ 
programs 
o Music composed by the participant 
o Music arranged by the participant 
o Music composed by students 
o Music arranged by students 
- Open-ended question: What are some other styles/genres of music you 
program? 
- Open-ended question: what did I miss/not ask you about this that you think is 
important? 
  
  152 
APPENDIX F: SURVEY CONSENT LANGUAGE 
 
Introduction 
  
Please read this form carefully. The purpose of this form is to provide you with important 
information about taking part in a research study. If any of the statements or words in this 
form are unclear, please let me know. I would be happy to answer any questions. 
  
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask me. 
Taking part in a research study is up to you. 
  
The person in charge of this study is Justin J. Mertz, a doctoral candidate at Boston 
University. I will refer to this person (myself) as the "researcher" throughout this form. 
  
My faculty advisor is Dr. Patrick Schmidt, Chair, Associate Professor of Music 
Education at Western University in Ontario, Canada.  
  
Justin Mertz can be reached at jjmertz@bu.edu or at (315) 727-0585. Dr. Schmidt can be 
reached at pschmid8@uwo.ca or (519) 661-2111 x85358. 
  
Why Is This Study Being Done? 
  
The purpose if this study is to determine if band directors experience tension between 
established norms surrounding the repertoire selection process and their individual 
professional contextual teaching situations, and if so, how this tension manifests itself 
and what band directors do about it, if anything. 
  
I am asking you to take part in this study because you are a practicing high school band 
director in New York State. 
  
About 175 subjects will take take part in this research study at Boston University, with a 
survey administered online, and a few individuals will be interviewed. You have been 
selected to participate in the online survey. 
  
How Long Will You Take Part in This Research Study? 
  
I expect that you will be in this research study for the time it takes you to complete this 
online questionnaire, about 10-15 minutes. 
  
What Will Happen if You Take Part in This Research Study? 
  
If you agree to take part in this study, I will ask you to read and verify receipt of consent 
information before we do any study procedures. You will then be asked to complete an 
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online questionnaire asking about your experiences and opinions about your repertoire 
selection process. 
  
Survey Administration Instructions 
  
This survey will take about 10-15 minutes to complete. In it, I will: 
  
- Ask you to acknowledge receipt of informed consent information 
- Ask you to supply some non-identifying demographic information about you, your 
school district, and your band program 
- Ask you about the criteria you use when selecting repertoire 
- Ask your opinion(s) about how musical quality is measured 
- Ask your opinion(s) about various sources of information about repertoire 
- Ask you about how satisfied you are with the repertoire available to you and your 
assessment of any expectations placed upon you while selecting repertoire 
- Ask you about the styles/genres of music you program with your band 
  
How Will I Keep Your Records Confidential? 
  
There will be no way to link your response to your identity. We will keep survey 
responses stored on a password-protected disk image that only I will have access to. We 
will make every effort to keep your records confidential. However, there are times when 
federal or state law requires disclosure of records.  
  
The following people or groups may review study records for such purposes as quality 
control or safety: 
  
- The Researcher 
- The Researcher's Dissertation Supervisor/Faculty Advisor 
- The Institutional Review Board at Boston University. The Institutional Review Board is 
a group of people who review human research studies for safety and protection of people 
who take part in studies. 
  
The study data will be stored on an encrypted, password protected disk image on an 
encrypted computer in my home.  
  
The results of this study may be published or used for teaching. We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes.    
  
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
  
Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or to withdraw at 
any time for any reason. No matter what you decide there will be no penalty or loss of 
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benefit to which you are entitled. If you decide to withdraw from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential. 
  
What Are the Risks of Taking Part in This Research Study? 
  
Survey Risks 
  
There is a very slight chance you may feel emotional or upset when answering some of 
the questions. It is more likely that you have some strong opinions when answering the 
questions asked in the survey. The survey administration website allows you to pause or 
end the survey at any time, and you are free to express your opinions as strongly (or not) 
as you wish. 
  
There is a very slight chance you may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and 
topics we will ask about. you do not have to answer any questions that make you feel 
uncomfortable. 
  
Loss of Confidentiality 
  
The main risk of allowing us to use and store your information for research is a potential 
loss of privacy. Your survey response is the only information we will store, and there will 
be no identifiable information contained in it. The study is designed in such a way that 
there is no link between the data you supply and your identity.   
  
Are There Any Benefits From Being in This Research Study? 
  
There are no personal benefits to you from taking part in this research. It is my hope that 
the results of this research will provide some benefit to our profession by illuminating 
how and how well we in the music teacher education segment of the profession prepare 
band directors for the task of choosing repertoire, potentially offering ways for us to 
improve upon it. If I find that band directors do feel tension between established norms 
surrounding the repertoire selection process and their individual professional contextual 
teaching situations, then it will be beneficial to learn how and why this occurs so that we 
may possibly alter our practices to prevent it from happening the future, resulting in band 
directors that are better prepared for and potentially happier in their individual teaching 
situations.  
  
What Alternatives Are Available? 
  
If you prefer, you can request a paper version of the survey and one will be mailed to you 
with a postage-paid return envelope so you can send back the completed survey at no cost 
to you.   
  
You may choose not to participate in this research study. 
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Will You Get Paid For Taking Part in This Research Study? 
  
No. 
  
What Will It Cost You to Take Part in This Research Study? 
  
There are no costs to you for taking part in this research study. 
  
If You have Any Questions or Concerns About This Research Study, Who Can You 
Talk To? 
  
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers and email 
addresses are listed below: 
  
Principal Investigator: Justin J. Mertz, (315) 727-0585, available anytime, 
jjmertz@bu.edu 
Dissertation Supervisor/Faculty Advisor: Dr. Patrick Schmidt, (519) 661-2111 x 85358, 
available during business hours Monday-Friday, pschmid8@uwo.ca. 
  
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at (617) 358-6115. 
  
Statement of Consent 
  
By clicking below, you assert: 
  
- That you have read the information in this consent form including risks and possible 
benefits 
- You have been given the chance to ask questions 
- Your questions have been answered to your satisfaction 
- You agree to participate in the study 
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APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW PRE-CONTACT EMAIL 
 
 
 
 
Dear [Name of Sampled Participant], 
 
I am writing to ask for your help with a study I am conducting for my dissertation 
research to better understand band directors’ thoughts, feelings, and perceptions 
surrounding the repertoire selection process. In the next few days you will receive a 
request (via phone) to participate in this study by agreeing to sit down with me for an 
interview where you will be asked to describe your repertoire selection process and your 
thoughts and opinions about the factors that are a part of it.  
 
I would like to do everything possible to make it easy and enjoyable for you to participate 
in the study. I am writing in advance because many people like to know ahead of time 
that they will be asked to participate in research. This research can only be successful 
with the help of generous teachers like you.  
 
We will schedule the interview at a time and place that works for you and makes you 
comfortable to discuss these issues. I expect that your interview will take 1-2 hours of 
your time. Most of all, I hope that you enjoy the interview and the opportunity to voice 
your thoughts and opinions about the process of choosing repertoire for your bands.  
 
Best wishes, 
 
 
Justin J. Mertz 
Doctoral Candidate, Boston University 
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APPENDIX H: RAW SURVEY DATA 
 
Q2 - What is your level of experience as a band director (in years)? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
1-9 12.50% 3 
10-19 25.00% 6 
20-29 33.33% 8 
30+ 29.17% 7 
Total 100% 24 
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Q3 - In your estimation, what is the K-12 population of your school district? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
0-1499 45.83% 11 
1500-2999 16.67% 4 
3000-4499 20.83% 5 
4500-5999 12.50% 3 
6000+ 4.17% 1 
Total 100% 24 
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Q4 - In your estimation, how many students are in your band program district-wide? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
0-199 37.50% 9 
200-399 33.33% 8 
400-599 16.67% 4 
600+ 12.50% 3 
Total 100% 24 
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Q5 - What is your highest level of education? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
Bachelor's 0.00% 0 
Master's 95.83% 23 
Doctorate 4.17% 1 
Total 100% 24 
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Q6 - Please provide some information about the racial make-up of the students in the 
band(s) for which you are responsible. Simply list your estimation of what percentage 
each ethnic group represents of the total number of students in the band(s) for which you 
are responsible (these racial/ethnic categories are from the U.S. Census Bureau). The 
total should add up to 100%. 
 
Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
Caucasian 77.50 33.55 28 
African-American 7.66 16.03 28 
Latino 8.13 15.46 28 
Asian 1.43 2.61 28 
American Indian or Alaska Native 1.18 3.98 28 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.00 0.00 28 
Other 0.39 1.18 28 
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Q7 - In general, which of the below categories do you think best describes the school 
district in which you teach? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
Urban 4.17% 1 
Suburban 50.00% 12 
Rural 45.83% 11 
Total 100% 24 
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Q8 - In your opinion, which best describes the socioeconomic level of the school district 
in which you teach? 
 
 
Answer % Count 
Low Income 37.50% 9 
Average Income 20.83% 5 
High Income 12.50% 3 
A mix of these (please list below) 29.17% 7 
Total 100% 24 
 
A mix of these (please list below) 
Low income becoming more prominent 
60% low 30% average 10% high 
Our district is about half and half, those with average-high income, and low income 
students who receive free and reduced lunch. 
low-average 
Low and average primarily, some high as well 
There are two communities.  One, the larger, is of above-average income.  The second, 
smaller, community has a below-average income 
Low, Average, High. We also have an urban/suburban program where city kids attend 
our schools. I teach ORCHESTRA. 
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Q9 - Please enter the number of concert bands you conduct (in whole or part) with 
students in grades 9-12. 
 
2 
2 
One 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
9th grade band 10-12 band 
1 
2 
2 
3 
Orchestras: 3 
1 
1 
1 
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Q10 - In your estimation, what is the average number of pieces a single one of your bands 
plays in a single typical performance? 
 
4 
4 
4-6 
4 
5 
3 
4 
4 
4-5 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
6 
5 
16 
4 
4-5 
7th grade - 3, 8th grade - 4 
3 
5 
5 
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Q11 - How important are the following criteria when you are evaluating and choosing 
repertoire for your band(s)? 
 
 
Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
Instrumentation 3.71 0.45 24 
Difficulty 3.71 0.45 24 
Artistic Value 3.46 0.50 24 
Potential for Teaching Opportunities 3.50 0.58 24 
Cost 2.13 1.05 24 
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Tempo/Tempi 2.21 0.82 24 
Key(s) 2.63 0.81 24 
Meters Used 2.71 0.79 24 
Rhythmic Complexity 3.00 0.50 24 
Student Appeal 2.92 0.64 24 
Community/Audience Appeal 2.58 0.70 24 
Composer 2.63 0.81 24 
Arranger (when applicable) 2.21 0.82 24 
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Q12 - Are there any other criteria you use when evaluating and choosing repertoire that 
aren't listed in the last question? 
 
 
# Answer % Count 
1 No 54.17% 13 
2 Yes (please list below) 45.83% 11 
 Total 100% 24 
 
 
Yes (please list below) 
Is it available in my library or a shared library I have access to. 
How works relate to one another. 
Is it on Smart Music for computer assessment 
Does it fit into my curriculum 
social and cultural influences and teaching opportunities 
Players ability to learn.  The scoring of the piece 
Ethnic material 
1. Usage of cross-cuing (flexibility to cover non-existent instrumentation, or to assist 
players at a lower level of skill).  i.e. If the entire piece relies on a technically difficult 
Bassoon solo, but my bassoonist is "developing", I would likely choose this piece 
ONLY if there was cross-cued support from one or more alternate instruments.  2. 
Depth distribution of skills & technical needs.  That is, in a general year I'll find 
*extremely* skilled 1st Clarinets, while in the 3rd clarinet section there will be 
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students who can barely assemble the instrument.  Therefore, the scoring (1st & 2nd 
Tpts only vs. Cor 1-2-3 and Tpt 1-2) AND the "Soli" difficulty distribution become 
very important considerations.  3) Duration is an important part of the selection 
process: a wonderful staple piece of well-known repertoire might be inappropriate for 
my needs if it's too long ~ Concerts become too long / classtime disallows thorough 
preparation / "degree of difficulty" gets ramped up by endurance factors (e.g. Grainger 
- Children's March) / audience distractibility is becoming a 21st century problem.  4) 
Form & Style - ABA, Chorale, multi-movement, fantasy/rhapsody through-composed, 
etc. 
One easy piece, one medium and one "reach" piece 
If it is listed as a state festival option. 
Scheduling issues for rehearsaltime and instrumentation 
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Q13 - In your own words, what are you looking for when evaluating and choosing 
repertoire? You can write as little or as much as you'd like. 
 
First, it has to fit the makeup of the ensemble. Second, it has to have enough musical 
elements to make the members think, and grow as musicians. 
A healthy mix of high quality concert literature, lighter/pop selections. I like to use the 
NYSSMA manual often as a reference for level appropriate material. Also is used  to 
gauge the progression of my ensembles. I find I often go to brass ranges first to 
determine if pieces will work. I will rotate favorite pieces back in after 4-5 years to 
compare abilities of prior groups and obviously for economic reasons. 
instrumentation 
In general, I am looking for repertoire that challenges my students musically and 
intellectually with a specific goal in mind for that particular piece or concert period. 
For example, during that concert period, I may be focusing on reading in compound 
meter or a focus on intonation and I will focus on selecting repertoire that enforces my 
teaching goals while providing a high quality experience for my students. I also find it 
important to select a balance of works that by well known composers or arrangers and 
are staples of wind literature and new composers and works that I believe challenge my 
students to stretch their creativity and ideas about wind literature. 
balance of styles/genres, teaching opportunities, attraction to students' interest 
High quality music that is attainable by the majority of my students, will work well for 
my small band (35 students) with missing instruments (no tuba, no euphonium), is 
musically interesting, and allows the teaching of specific musical items (style, rhythm, 
key, articulations, etc.). 
Im looking for classic literature always.  I always include a march on every 
performance.  I choose music that my audience might enjoy 
Evaluating and selecting repertoire is one of the most sacred responsibilities of a band 
director.  I truly believe that a strong knowledge of repertoire and score study is 
essential to good teaching. My philosophy:  Build trust and mutual respect. Inspire and 
cultivate artistry in students.  Teach what it mean to be an artist. Teach what artistic 
excellence is. Teach what the responsibilities of an artist is to him/herself, to those 
around him/her, to the ensemble, and to the community. A deep knowledge of 
repertoire and evaluation allows directors to choose works that provide students 
opportunities for musical and technical growth and achievement. Through repertoire I 
teach artistry.  Criteria: * Understand musical and technical ability of ensemble.  * 
Does the work provide students opportunities for musical and technical growth and 
achievement? * Style, form, keys, instrumentation, melodic and rhythmic content, 
length, tempo, technical challenges and opportunities.  * Artistic merit * Aesthic and 
emotional value 
Themed music for specialty concerts.  Educational music NYSSMA rated for other 
concerts.  Variety of music for sight reading.  Purchasing educational music for study 
but not to be performed. 
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1. Does it fit into my curriculum. 2. Is it do - able by my ensemble in the allotted 
amount of time. 3. Technique 4. Is it well crafted 5. Can I tolerate it for 2-3 months 
I am looking for works that provide meaningful musical interaction for the students, 
that will help them grow as an ensemble. I want pieces that challenge their artistry and 
technique, and allow them an opportunity to explore cultures, thoughts, or ideas they 
have not previously encountered. 
Quality writing that is driven by artistic purpose.  Music that has both depth and 
appeal. 
the quality of the literature and if there are any aspects of the piece I won't be able to 
teach over the course of the rehearsal process. 
Harmonic, Melodic and rhythmic interest.  Instresting parts for the players. Difficulty 
of the piece and whether it is achievable within the rehearsal time.  Whether the scoring 
is solid and well constructed. 
I look for pieces that are tailored to the abilities of my students.  Pieces that will 
challenge them but not be beyond their ability.  If we cannot sightread a piece, even 
with difficulty it is too hard. 
A quality piece of literature that students can grow musically from 
In addition to the criteria above, emotional movement and variety is a consideration as 
well. 
Unlike many of my colleagues, I *never* have found success with pre-choosing 
literature for a new year.  Rather, I have a 'bank' of possibilities from which I expect to 
choose; I lay out the sure-thing repertoire (at a lower level of difficulty) for the first 
weeks of school, but then I monitor the students' progress and idiosyncracies very 
carefully so I can then MATCH the literature to the ensemble.   1. It must have the 
correct instrumentation - or cueing, as above - to meet the needs of the group.  i.e. 
"Eternal Father" (Smith) is a terrible choice for my Wind Ensemble if I have 2 total 
Horns.   2.  It must be supportive of the needs and size of the Percussion section (i.e. 
"Kom Susser Tod" won't hold the interest of my 13 Percussionists).  3. The players 
AND the audience deserve variety ... I try to create a program of different 
styles/tempi/etc. such that the listeners enjoy the change from one piece to another but, 
most importantly, such that my students can experience a *range* of musical topics 
within each class period (I'll try to follow a chorale, for instance, with a March; then 
perhaps a fugue or some other rhythmically-challenging feature.)  In short, I try to 
choose literature that will, on its own, function as a multi-later "Lesson plan". 
I try to choose at least one from a Classical Composer. I look for pieces in the Level 2 - 
Level 3 range, but will sometime go Level 4 if my current group can handle it. I also 
try to group repertoire by a theme. For example my Theme for 7th grade was 'Heroes & 
Monsters" We played the Incredibles, In the Hall of the Mountain King and Star Wars. 
8th grade's theme was "Water." We played Festival at Newport, Water Music finale, 
Little Mermaid and Pirates of the Caribbean 
When selecting literature, I tend to look for material that is playable or, at least 
adaptable, to the wide ability levels of the students. With a small band, the 
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instrumentation and the arrangement of those parts can be critical in determining the 
ability to successfully represent the intention of the composer. 
challenging engaging for both players and audience worthy of our time - no schlock 
Looking for a piece that will challenge the students and provide a sense of musical 
success 
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Q18 - How much do you agree or disagree that the following aspects are good 
measurements of a piece of music's quality or of "serious artistic merit"? These are taken 
from Acton Ostling, 1978. 
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Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
The composition has form—not “a form” but form—and 
reflects proper balance between repetition and contrast 3.09 0.79 22 
The composition reflects shape and design, and creates 
the impression of conscious choice and judicious 
arrangement on the part of the composer 
3.23 0.52 22 
The composition reflects craftsmanship in orchestration, 
demonstrating a proper balance between transparent and 
tutti scoring, and also between solo groups and colors 
3.32 0.70 22 
The composition is sufficiently unpredictable to preclude 
an immediate grasp of its musical meaning 2.50 0.89 22 
The route through which the composition travels in 
initiating its musical tendencies and probable musical 
goals is not completely direct and obvious 
2.59 0.83 22 
The composition is consistent in its quality throughout its 
length and in its various sections 3.82 0.39 22 
The composition is consistent in its style, reflecting a 
complete grasp of technical details, clearly conceived 
ideas, and avoids lapses into trivial, futile or unsuitable 
passages 
3.36 0.64 22 
The composition reflects ingenuity in its development, 
given the stylistic context in which it exists 2.82 0.57 22 
The composition is genuine in idiom and not pretentious 3.05 0.56 22 
The composition reflects a musical validity which 
transcends factors of historical importance, or factors of 
pedagogical usefulness 
2.91 0.60 22 
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Q19 - How do you define "quality" in band repertoire? You can write as little or as much 
as you'd like. 
 
I honestly do not have a hard definition of "quality" in the band repertoire I select. I 
know that I tend to gravitate to music that seems to be scored expertly and age 
appropriately for the students I work with. I believe that a quality piece of literature 
possesses musical aspects that are attainable and clear for my students. I believe that a 
piece is quality if there are musical aspects that will facilitate growth in my students 
education. 
compelling harmony, balance between homophony and polyphony, keeps nearly all 
musicians busy and engaged 
In its easiest definition, music of a well regarded composer that has stood the test of 
time.  Music that is artistic in its composition, rather than for entertainment. Quality 
music is written at a very high level of composition. 
* Does the work provide students opportunities for musical and technical growth and 
achievement? * Style, form, keys, instrumentation, melodic and rhythmic content, 
length, tempo, technical challenges and opportunities.  * Artistic merit * Aesthic and 
emotional value 
NYSSMA does this for me.  That is why I belong to this professional organization.  I 
then choose based on the bands strengths and weaknesses. 
Music that can be played multiple times and not grow stale. 
- Purposeful in it's artistic design - Capitalizing on positive idiomatic tendencies - 
Enough depth to be worthy of study 
Will be able to stand the piece after rehearsing it 100 times. 
Good writing for the individual instruments.  Well scored.  Interesting melody, 
harmony and rhythm.  Reachable challenges for the players.  Creates a good band 
sound.  Is interesting for the students. 
To me quality repertoire has good writing for all sections/instruments of the band.  
Every student has a chance to "shine" and have an interesting part.  Particularly the 
percussion parts must be well written! 
Quality - a piece of music that students can gain mastery of musical concepts and that 
will  intellectually challenge them 
Evidence of a thought process in the compositional aspects, variety and interest, 
appealing to audience and performers 
I'll start by saying I "used to" think the categories and descriptors in this survey were 
all the best measures of quality.  I paid great attention to the writings of masterful 
conductors and musical analysts, and I found a great deal of conflict when my choices 
were not well-received by my students, and/or when I (as a younger teacher) may have 
felt that their musical desires were "ill-informed."  I started my career by thinking the 
most logical goals would include a) playing an identified "top-100" title on every 
concert, b) including a Holst/Grainger/Vaughan-Williams/CliftonWilliams or such 
other repertoire on a rotation so that every HS student would experience at least one or 
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more of those during the high school career, and, admittedly, c) "building a resume" so 
I could say 'our bands played this', or "I've conducted these."   As I got older, one more 
important consideration sifted to the top: that is, what pieces make a student want to 
come to band daily? ... make the student want to STAY in band for the duration of high 
school? ... help the student to ENJOY (his/her goal) and LEARN FROM (my goal) the 
experience of being in Band?  I recall as a college student and then as a young teacher 
hearing lots of conversation about the formulaic nature (and predictability) of a James 
Swearingen composition.  However, then I noticed how magnetic the themes were to 
students (at certain levels of development), and that the students would leave the 
Bandroom humming a theme from "Invicta".  Nobody ever left my bandroom 
humming a line from Schoenberg's Theme and Variations.  Can I teach good musical 
performance concepts using formulaic compositions?  OF COURSE.  And then I can 
lead the students forward toward the usage of those concepts in other (more advanced 
and less formula) pieces by composers typically known for their excellence and 
historical stature.  So I guess the overall "Quality" question for me has many facets; 
included would be my own perception of the quality (which, I assume, I make before 
ever handing the music to the students); the students' enjoyment;   the value of the 
composition in the continuum of what I'm teaching; the variety offered to the overall 
program; and much more not easily remembered in a quick online survey.  :-) 
Middle School Orchestral repertoire: Inside voices should have legitimate 
melodies/counter melodies Cello/bass parts should be more than um pah pah 
Music that is constructed in an approachable, learn-able manner, while maintaining a 
level of "authenticity" is important. The music should have traditional and formative 
aspects that are inclusive of the concert band tradition, allowing for a student 
experience that reflects a real-world performance opportunity. Compositional elements 
that make the piece sound full and complex regardless of difficulty "level" create a 
more meaningful experience that can motivate further learning. 
Historically significant classic band literature or strong works by contemporary 
composers Sound melodic and harmonic structure Engaging percussion which supports 
the work 
A quality piece is approachable, has a reputation and makes sense to those performing 
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Q20 - How important are the following sources of information about repertoire in your 
evaluation and selection process? 
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Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
Conducting/Band Director Methods Textbooks 2.68 0.87 22 
Conferences/Conventions 3.09 0.73 22 
Other Educators' Recommendations 3.64 0.48 22 
Promotional Recordings 2.45 0.89 22 
Articles in Trade Journals (e.g. The Instrumentalist, 
Teaching Music, etc.) 2.59 0.83 22 
Printed Catalogs 1.90 0.81 21 
Music Vendors'/Publishers' Websites 3.05 0.77 22 
NYSSMA Manual 3.00 0.67 22 
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Q21 - If any, what are other sources of information about repertoire that you use? 
 
none 
* Lists of standard repertoire in the wind band literature.  * Attending live 
performances * Research and analysis of current composers 
Smart Music , JWpepper, county and state sectional festivals 
Recordings other than those of publishers 
Band blogs and listservers where band music is discussed.  Public school band 
websites that post their concert programs and provide demos. 
I often listen to full band pieces on smart music and can look at individual parts there 
as well 
I do admit enjoying "Editors' Choices", even if I later disagree.  I examine collegiate 
and honor-band programs.  I like to read what guest conductors have chosen for 
various festivals (esp. those guest conductors I've come to admire).  Also, I give greater 
attention to the NEW work by composers from whom I've enjoyed previous 
compositions. 
Facebook group for Orchestra teachers....there is a thread to recommend pieces that 
kids love. Hoping my kids will love the pieces I bought for next year 
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Q22 - How satisfied are you with the following sources of information about repertoire? 
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Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
NYSSMA Manual 2.95 0.79 21 
Music Vendors'/Publishers' Websites 3.05 0.72 21 
Printed Catalogs 2.30 0.84 20 
Articles in Trade Journals (e.g. The Instrumentalist, 
Teaching Music, etc.) 2.90 0.61 21 
Promotional Recordings 2.67 0.78 21 
Other Educators' Recommendations 3.67 0.47 21 
Conferences/Conventions 3.19 0.66 21 
Conducting/Band Director Methods Textbooks 2.90 0.75 21 
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Q23 - Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
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Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
“I find the repertoire selection process stressful.” 2.29 1.16 21 
“I am pleased with the repertoire choices available to 
me.” 4.10 0.43 21 
“I feel I have freedom when choosing repertoire.” 4.76 0.43 21 
“Upon entering the profession, I felt prepared to 
evaluate and choose repertoire.” 3.00 1.15 21 
“My students' judgment of my repertoire choices is 
important to me.” 3.48 1.05 21 
“Other band directors' judgments of my repertoire 
choices are important to me.” 2.52 1.14 21 
“The repertoire available to me to choose meets my 
students' needs as I understand them.” 4.00 1.11 21 
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Q24 - If you could speak to a class of seniors in college about to enter the profession as 
band directors, what would you tell them about choosing repertoire? 
 
Make sure you find music that fits the ensemble. However, try and incorporate some of 
the "chestnuts" (standard literature) into your programming on occasion. 
If I were speaking to a class of seniors about to become band directors about choosing 
literature, I would like the opportunity to tell them that they will become the best judge 
of their students' musical abilities and educational needs and while they should gather 
information from colleagues and experts about repertoire options, they will come to 
know their ensembles best and should learn to trust their own ability to select high 
quality literature that will promote musical growth for their students.    I have been 
only been a band director for 7 years, but in that time I have gained a tremendous 
amount of confidence in selecting repertoire that pushes musical boundaries for my 
students and provides what I believe to be the best experience for my students. I know 
that this will continue to evolve as my career continues but my current philosophy 
involves trusting my own abilities and instincts as a musician and professional. I would 
encourage new band directors to select repertoire carefully and not with an 
administrator or the audience at their concert in mind first, but what they believe to be 
in their students' best interest. For me, this has resulted in a trust from my ensembles 
and in myself as a band director. I understand that there are certainly outside pressures 
that come from varying levels of district and community support and I have personally 
experienced resistance and pressures in my own career, but ultimately developing your 
own voice in repertoire selection as a band director is crucial in my opinion. 
choose something you like...your enthusiasm for the piece probably will be contagious. 
It is our curriculum, so it must be done wisely and with purpose.  The repertoire aids in 
any concept you are teaching (chromaticism, mixed meter, specific keys, style).  It is 
important that the repertoire and concepts align and thought goes into each one.  It is 
also very important that your music is attainable for your specific group you are 
programing it for.  What's the point in programming something that only a quarter of 
your band will get by the concert.  At the same time, no one wants to be bored with a 
piece two weeks before the concert.  You must plan out your repertoire and your 
rehearsals of those pieces carefully so that students reach their peak performance of the 
piece for the concert.  NOT before and not after. 
There is a ton of written garbage out there.  Kids may enjoy but it lacks any 
educational usefulness.  If you buy junk they will continue to write junk.  Expose them 
to the classics and marches.  Teach them the history of wind bands and its literature 
* Score study. Score study. Score study.  * Know the standard rep. Analyze as many of 
those scores as possible. Understand why they have artistic merit.  * Demand the very 
best of yourself and the works you choose to perform.  * Understand the musical and 
technical needs of your ensemble.  * Meet with fellow band directors. Ask for advice. 
Listen and learn.  * Attend as many live performances as you can. 
Listen and know know what the band is capable of.  Sightread many selections then 
choose. Smart Music assessment is a very good tool for creating a better performance. 
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Choose quality rep, as you define it. Use the best composers available. Listen, listen, 
listen. Don't be afraid to use instrument substitutions. You know what will work best in 
your situation and every situation is unique. 
CONSIDER: One for YOU, one for the KIDS and then one for THEM (The 
Audience).  and then of course...  Anything good done to excess becomes bad. 
become as familiar as possible with the classic repertoire as that knowledge will filter 
down to the lower levels of repertoire you will be more likely to need to know about 
and will inform your judgment on what is quality literature at any level. 
It is a critical part of the job. 
Choosing appropriate repertoire is 95% of success in your band program.  Ask yourself 
what you can teach with this music and put yourself in the students shoes and ask what 
can I learn from this music. 
It is important to find music that students can learn more then just the notes and 
rhythms.  It is okay to challenge students with difficult music, but don't lose sight of 
the fact that music making is not just about notes and rhythms.    Also challenge your 
students comfort level.  Don't get in the habit of playing the latest/ greatest pop 
arrangement.  Students will appreciate great music if you give them the opportunity to 
perform it. 
This is a great question! So often, young teachers are hoping to program the material 
they performed in college.....their exposure to the educational literature written for 
school bands is minimal at best in my experience. The 'real world' ensembles have a 
plethora of pieces written for them, more and better material every day, but my student 
teachers and young colleagues have little or no knowledge of what it is or where to find 
it. Another concern is their understanding, comfort level and willingness to modify or 
adapt a piece that is a good fit for most of their ensemble, but has a part or two that 
may need to be rescored.  For instance, if their band has a weak horn section or no 
oboes, how could the music be 'arranged' so that all the parts are covered? Some 
directors may disagree with this line of thinking as it isn't really how the composer 
intended it to be in their eyes, but it eliminates a lot of literature for their group..... 
Don't worry so much about choosing specific titles or composers UNLESS you're 
fortunate enough to teach an ensemble with players already at an advanced level of 
skill-development and musical understanding.  Rather, MATCH the literature very 
carefully to the needs of the ensemble (often looking at specific individuals within the 
ensemble.) 
Choose an easy piece that all can play Choose a piece that most can play Choose a 
piece that most will have to work for Don't choose all slow music or all fast music, 
vary your tempo choices Start your concert with a piece you do well, second piece is 
the one you are worried about and end with the super awesome one! 
The choice of repertoire is often not determined by your desire to craft a particular 
concert program. It can be driven by budget, ensemble construction, student ability 
level, administrative influence and community demographics far more often than 
artistic intent. 
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Remember your audience -always!!! 
Look at the whole picture, not just what you want to play but what will the students 
gain from the piece.  Talk to other band directors and if you hear something that you 
like get or borrow it. 
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Q25 - How frequently do you choose the following styles/genres/types of repertoire? 
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Field Mean Std Deviation Count 
Western art-music 3.00 0.79 19 
Music composed specifically for middle or high school 
bands 3.30 0.64 20 
Popular music arranged by professional 
composers/arrangers 2.60 0.86 20 
Jazz 2.50 0.74 20 
Music for other types of ensembles transcribed for band 
by professional composers/arrangers 2.60 0.66 20 
World music  (includes arrangements or transcriptions) 2.25 0.43 20 
Music that reflects the culture/ethnic make-up of your 
students 2.55 0.67 20 
Music composed by you 1.35 0.57 20 
Music arranged by you 1.70 0.64 20 
Music composed by your students 1.80 0.68 20 
Music arranged by your students 1.80 0.60 20 
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Q26 - Are there any other styles or genres of music you choose that aren't listed above? 
 
no 
no 
What is Western Art Music?  Do you mean, "contemporary" music?  I enjoy 
programming at least 1-2 contemporary compositions each school year. 
Solos/Ensembles with Band accompaniment.  Marches.  Combined 
Band/Chorus/Orchestra pieces, 
Classical music arranged for Middle school orchestra 
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Q27 - What did I miss, or, what did I not ask you that you think is important when it 
comes to your experience evaluating and choosing repertoire? 
 
Seems pretty thorough to me 😃 
nothing missed. . .all of the factors I consider when evaluating and choosing repertoire 
are definitely covered in this survey. 
Listening to pieces and seeing at least a sample of the score while selecting is key! 
Command of score study is vital. 
You did not mention Smart Music.  This is cutting edge in the music industry and has 
become an excellent resource for bands. 
Perhaps - "In your humble opinion... what defines a BAD chart?" 
When do you decide to "can" a piece of music.  Why did it fail? 
There seems to me to be a fine line between a composition and its "arrangement" or 
"second version" which eliminates some of the technical demands.  For instance, while 
I may really enjoy Chorale and Shaker Dance, I do NOT enjoy "Chorale and Shaker 
Dance II."  When the fine line is crossed, both the player and the listener will suffer. 
I am an orchestra teacher, so I hope I did not mess up your survey 
When choosing, what impact does school administration have on your decision? 
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APPENDIX I: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
 
 
 
1. Please talk about your repertoire selection process. Where do you start? 
2. What are the most important things you think about when evaluating/choosing 
repertoire? 
3. What helps or hinders your selection process? 
4. Please talk about any particular sources you consult when evaluating and 
choosing repertoire. 
5. Do you participate in NYSSMA Major Ensemble evaluation festivals? Why or 
why not? 
6. Are you satisfied with the repertoire options in the NYSSMA Manual? What, if 
anything, would you change about it if you could? 
7. What kind(s) of music do you think your students should be playing? 
8. How do you think your students respond/react to the repertoire you choose? 
9. How and when/where did you learn to evaluate and choose repertoire?  
10. If you were, for whatever reason, going to be replaced in this position next year, 
what would you tell your successor about picking music for your group(s)? 
11.  What do you think is expected of you when you evaluate/choose repertoire, and 
who/where do these expectations come from? 
12. How often/do you at any point program repertoire that goes against what you 
perceive to be norms of quality or core repertoire? 
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13. What, if any, are the educational concerns/factors you think about when choosing 
repertoire? 
14. Do you choose repertoire as a form of pedagogy, or, in what ways, if any, do 
distinct pieces of repertoire lead you to engage in different ways of teaching? 
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APPENDIX J: INTERVIEW CONSENT SCRIPT 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Please read this form carefully. The purpose of this form is to provide you with important 
information about taking part in a research study. If any of the statements or words in this 
form are unclear, please let me know. I would be happy to answer any questions. 
 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask me. 
Taking part in this research study is up to you. If you decide to take part in this research 
study I will ask you to sign this form. We will give you a copy of the signed form. 
 
The person in charge of this study is Justin J. Mertz a doctoral candidate at Boston 
University. I will refer to this person (myself) as the “researcher” throughout this form.  
 
My faculty advisor is Dr. Patrick Schmidt, Chair, Associate Professor Music Education at 
Western University in Ontario.  
 
Justin Mertz can be reached at jjmertz@bu.edu, or (315) 727-0585. Dr. Schmidt can be 
reached at pschmid8@uwo.ca or (519) 661-2111 x85358.  
 
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purpose of this study is to determine if band directors experience tension between 
established norms surrounding the repertoire selection process and their individual 
professional contextual teaching situations, and if so, how this tension manifests itself 
and what band directors do about it, if anything.  
 
I am asking you to take part in this study because you are a practicing high school band 
director in New York State.  
 
About 175 subjects will take part in this research study at Boston University, with a 
survey administered online, and a few individuals will be interviewed. You have been 
selected to participate in the interview portion. 
 
How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
I expect that you will be in this research study for the time it takes to be interviewed by 
me, about 1-2 hours. 
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What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
  
If you agree to take part in this study, I will ask you to read and verify receipt of consent 
information before we do any study procedures. You will then be interviewed about your 
experiences with and opinions about your repertoire selection process.  
 
You have been selected as part of a purposeful sample of school districts of high, 
average, and low socioeconomic status. A purposeful sample is when a researcher 
includes a few different cases at defined points of variation.  
 
Your interview will be recorded, and then the recording will be transcribed. During the 
process of transcription, you will be assigned a pseudonym that will replace your real 
name, and any pieces of information that could potentially identify you (references to 
your school name, community name, band name, etc.) will be redacted to protect your 
confidentiality. After transcription, the recording(s) will be deleted/destroyed.  
 
Interview Instructions 
 
The interview will take approximately 1-2 hours. In it, we will discuss your approach to 
the repertoire selection process and what you feel is expected of you and by whom. We 
will also talk about where you go to learn about repertoire and how you form your 
opinions on whether it is good or not. Finally, we will discuss how you think your 
students react to the repertoire you choose.  
 
Audio Recording 
 
I would like to audio-record you during this study using a digital recording device. If you 
are audio-recorded, it will not be possible to identify you in the recording. I will store the 
recordings on an encrypted, password-protected disk image to which only I will have 
access. I will label these recordings with a pseudonym instead of your name. After the 
recordings are transcribed, the recordings will be deleted/destroyed. This will take no 
more than 30 days. 
 
Do you agree to let me audio-record you during this study? 
 
[Participant will give verbal yes or no] 
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
I will keep the records of this study confidential by creating a pseudonym for you when 
transcribing the interview and redacting any other identifying information. The recording 
will then be deleted/destroyed. I will make every effort to keep your records confidential. 
However, there are times when federal or state law requires the disclosure of your 
records. 
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Reporting child/ abuse, if applicable: If, during your participation in this study, I have 
reasonable cause to believe that child abuse is occurring, I must report this to authorities 
as required by law. The researcher will make every reasonable effort to protect the 
confidentiality of your research information. However, it might be possible that a civil or 
criminal court might demand the release of identifiable research information. 
 
Reporting Suicidal Risk: If, during your participation of this study, I have reason to 
believe that you are at risk for being suicidal or otherwise harming yourself, I am 
required to take the necessary actions. This may include notifying your doctor, your 
therapist, or other individuals. If this were to occur, we would not able to assure 
confidentiality. 
 
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes such as 
quality control or safety: 
• The Researcher 
• The Researcher’s Dissertation Supervisor/Faculty Advisor 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University. The Institutional Review 
Board is a group of people who review human research studies for safety and 
protection of people who take part in the studies. 
 
The study data will be stored on an encrypted, password-protected disk image on an 
encrypted computer in my home. 
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching. We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or to withdraw at 
any time for any reason. No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty or loss of 
benefit to which you are entitled. If you decide to withdraw from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 
Interview Risks 
  
You may feel emotional or upset when answering some of the questions. Tell me at any 
time if you want to take a break or stop the interview. 
 
You may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and topics I will ask about. You 
do not have to answer any questions that make you feel uncomfortable. 
 
You may stop the interview at any time for any reason. 
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Loss of Confidentiality 
 
The main risk of allowing us to use and store your information for research is a potential 
loss of privacy. We will protect your privacy by assigning you a pseudonym and 
destroying recordings after transcription. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research. 
 
What alternatives are available? 
 
You may choose not to take part in this research study. 
 
Will I get paid for taking part in this research study?  
 
We will not pay you for taking part in this study. 
 
What will it cost me to take part in this research study? 
 
There are no costs to you for taking part in this research study. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who can I talk to? 
 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers and email 
addresses are listed below:  
 
Principal Investigator: Justin J. Mertz, (315) 727-0585, available anytime, 
jjmertz@bu.edu 
Dissertation Supervisor/Faculty Advisor: Dr. Patrick Schmidt, (519) 661-2111 x85358, 
available during business hours Monday-Friday, pschmid8@uwo.ca 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
Statement of Consent  
 
Do you agree that: you have read the information in this consent form including risks and 
possible benefits? You have been given the chance to ask questions. Your questions have 
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been answered to your satisfaction, and you agree to participate in the study? 
 
[Participant will give verbal yes or no] 
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